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A qualitative research methodology was utilized to
study the perceptions of regular class teachers and special
education teachers toward the Regular Education Initiative.
Eighteen teachers,

twelve regular classroom teachers and six

special education teachers were interviewed using a guided
interview format.
(1)

The questions

focused on six major areas:

responsibility for special education students?

teacher morale?
collaboration?

(3)
(5)

(2)

evaluation?

(4)

communication and

instruction?

and

(6)

teacher preparation.

The results of this study begin to distinguish the
differences and agreement in the perception of regular class
teachers and special education teachers concerning the
Regular Education Initiative.

The data indicates that the

differences between the regular and special education
teacher are for the most part not substantive,
perceptual.

There

but

is more agreement concerning the

issues

central to the Regular Education Initiative than there is
disagreement between the two teacher groups.

iv

The data

from this study indicates that the role of the

regular and special educator must be more clearly defined
using a collaborative model.

The greatest deterrent to

effective collaboration is failure to make adequate
provision of time for such activities.
the REI

Goal achievement for

is dependent on more than simply resolving the

differences between the regular and special education
teachers,

policy must be developed to support this

initiative.
The findings of this study demonstrate that teachers
want training that will provide an understanding of the
complexities of classroom teaching,

behavior management and

collaboration so that they can meet the needs of all
children within the regular classrooms.

v
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Background of the Problem

Prior to the late 1970s,

most children with handicaps

were excluded from the public education system.
changed in 1975,

This

when President Gerald Ford signed into law

the Education for All Handicapped Children Act
Although this law

(PL 94-142)

(ERA).

has since been amended and is

now called the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA),

the fundamental mandates remain intact.

It

guarantees handicapped children the right to a free
appropriate public education
environment

(LRE),

(FAPE)

in the least restrictive

one in which instruction is

individualized to meet the special
handicapped student.

learning needs of each

This landmark legislation has been

hailed as the handicapped children's Bill of Rights.
The

implementation of IDEA has significantly impacted

the entire educational system.

While the intent of this

legislation has generally received support from parents,
educators,

and school policy makers,

the specificity and

complexity of its regulations have unfortunately created a
complex dual system of regular and special education.
dual

system has separate certification,

budgets and administration.
identified as handicapped has
alarming rate.

This

funding sources,

The number of students
increased yearly at an

2
During the 1989-90 school year the office of Special
Education Programs

(OSEP)

(1991)

reported that 4,687,620

children were served in special education and early
education programs,
school year.

a 2.2 percent increase over the 1988-89

According to the same report,

since 1976 the

number of special education children served has increased by
26.4 percent.
Special education programs and staff multiplied during
the 1980s to meet this need.

As these programs grew,

many

school budgets were being cut because of reduced support for
schools and declining economic conditions in many states.
Local school boards could not cut budgets

for the special

education programs because of the requirements of both state
and federal

laws.

Regular and special education began to

vie for resources and grapple with the immense issues of
law,

finance and equity.
There is a current controversy surrounding the

relationship of regular and special education which has
grown from fiscal and philosophical concerns.

It has been

given shape largely through researchers affiliated with
special education departments at universities and colleges
and through national policy development.
(1986)

of the U.S.

Madeleine Will

Department of Education proposed the

"Regular Education Initiative"

(REI),

a strategy for

unifying regular and special education.

3
Many of the advocates of the REI
Wallgerg,
1984;

1987;

Will,

Sapon-Shevin,

1986)

1987;

(Reynolds,

Wang,

&

Stainback & Stainback,

seek to replace what they feel

is a dual

system of education with a revised and more effective
educational program for all students.

Skrtic stated that

they seek "full access to a restructured mainstream"

(p.

16) .

Regular Education Initiative in Vermont

The Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union
Manchester,
in 1989.

Vermont,

(B-RSU),

in

evaluated its special education program

The purpose of this evaluation was to identify the

strengths and non-strengths of the special education program
and to provide information for productive modification of
the program.

One aspect of the evaluation was to involve

all members of the regular and special education teachers in
an effort to identify teacher perceptions of the
effectiveness of special education programs.
A teacher survey was administered by Reid Lyon
Senior Research Psychologist,
and Human Development.

National

(1990),

Institute of Child

This entailed a multi-staged process

and was carried out with two major goals:

(1)

to serve as a

context for insuring that both regular classroom teachers
and special educators were involved in the evaluation
process and

(2)

to identify questions that could elicit
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information

on major issues that confronted Special

Education programs in the B-RSU.

All questions that were

posed in the final survey instrument were generated by the
teachers themselves.
areas:

(1)

The questions focused on six major

how Special Educators and classroom teachers

perceived their responsibilities vis-a-vis meeting the
educational needs of Special Education students;

(2)

how

teachers perceived the current state of state of morale
among B-RSU Special Educators and the current state of
administrative,
Education;

(3)

parent,

and community support for Special

how teachers evaluated the present assessment

and testing procedures;

(4)

how teachers evaluated their

ability to communicate their respective roles to one another
and to collaborate in designing and carrying out programs
for students with special needs;

(5)

how teachers perceived

the instructional environment available for student with
special needs and the effectiveness of special education;
and

(6)

whether teachers

felt that they were adequately

prepared to meet the needs of students with special needs.
It is interesting to note that these teacher generated
areas match a qualitative analysis conducted by Semmel,
Abernathy,

Butera,

and Lesar

(1991)

propositions included in the Will
regular education initiative.
and Lesar

(1991)

of the major

(1986)

Semmel,

policy paper on the

Abernathy,

Butera,

constructed a preliminary taxonomy of REI

issues and augmented this with an exhaustive review of the
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REI

literature in order to formulate their conceptual model.

Will's basic premises and the special education literature,
match the concerns of teachers in the B-RSU.

Statement of the Problem

The results of the B-RSU survey,
(1990),

reported by Reid Lyon

indicated that there is great disparity in the

perceptions of the special educator and the regular
classroom teacher toward special education.

Special

educators indicated consistently that classroom teachers
were more interested in removing behaviorally problematic
students or academically deficient students from their
classroom than in learning to work more effectively with the
students.

Classroom teachers reported that special educators

were attempting to place responsibility for educating
special education students on the shoulders of the classroom
teachers,

and utilized the Basic Staffing Team and

Individual Educational Plan meeting as administrative
vehicles to place more burden on the regular educator.
These disparities,
experiences,

based on strong feelings and past

were significant and personally powerful

for

the teachers.
The data collected in the 1989-1990 school year demands
an understanding and clarity that a quantitative survey
alone can not answer.

The Bennington-Rutland Supervisory
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Union needs to know why teachers feel as they do and how
they feel these critical issues can be resolved.
information,

teachers,

From this

administrators and school board

members will be able to plan effective training and
programs.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study has been to determine the
extent of agreement or difference in the perceptions of
regular and special education teachers in the BenningtonRutland Supervisory Union concerning the Regular Education
Initiative.

The salient issues outlined by Will

(1986)

and

others concerning the reform of special education in the
public schools match the concerns of the teaching staff in
the B-RSU.
Semmel, Abernathy,

Butera,

and Lesar

(1991)

indicated

that the problems in current special education practices,

as

perceived by distal academicians and policy makers, may be
radically different from the perceptions of the educators
who will need to implement this policy.

This study could add

to the knowledge base used to inform the Bennington-Rutland
Supervisory Union as they design,

develop and implement

Regular Education Initiative policy.

7
Limitations of the Study

1.

This study focuses only on teachers in the Bennington
Rutland Supervisory Union and may not be generalizable to
other districts.

2. This is a study directed at understanding the
perceptions of teachers in one Supervisory Union in
Vermont concerning the Regular Education Initiative.
This study is not investigating other issues that might
also be of importance to the teachers.
3. The findings are self-reported data and are not
independently verified by a second researcher.
4. The researcher is the Assistant Superintendent for
Special Education in the Bennington-Rutland Supervisory
Union and is well known to the teachers.

She has a

substantial interest in the attitudes and perceptions of
regular and special educators in this district.

While

this bias is acknowledged as a possible limitation of
this study,

it is also acknowledged as a possible

strength of the study.

The researcher's proven ability

to work with the teachers and establish rapport will
contribute to a rich data base.

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

This literature review will explore a number of facets
of the Regular Education Initiative.

First,

it is essential

to understand the special education movement as its
historical changes may provide insight into the current
problems.

Second,

Initiative

(REI)

explicated,

a definition of the Regular Education

and its various arguments need to be

including studies on teacher attitudes and

perceptions concerning the REI.

Lastly,

a look at the

concept of collaboration that is being used to implement the
Regular Education Initiative will be discussed with a focus
on a new Vermont Law, Act 230 which embodies the concepts of
REI.

These issues will be discussed,

concluding with an

overview and implication for the present research.

Special Education Movement

The Individual with Disabilities Education Act was
initially passed in 1975 and marked a successful policy
revolution,

according to Skrtic

(1991),

"in which the spirit

of mainstreaming was formalized into law"

(p.148).

This law

has been implemented by strict procedural adherence,

and

many claim that it is the letter of the law that has become
a major barrier to the spirit of the law.

(Skrtic,

1991).
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We are learning that our special classes,

programs and

schools are not providing the once hoped for dream.
example,

For

a person classified as disabled recounted his

school years in a special class.
We were isolated.
Symbolically—and appropriately to
the prevailing attitudes—the "handicapped and
retarded" classrooms were tucked away in the corner of
the school basement.
Our only activity with the other
students was a weekly school assembly...the only
contact we had with the "normal children" was visual.
We stared at each other...we were in school because
children have to go to school, but we were outcasts,
with no future and no expectation of one (Massachusetts
Advocacy Center, 1987, pp.4-5).

Is this what we want for our handicapped students?
the model we want for our typical students?

Is this

The

complexities of the Individual with Disabilities Education
Act have forced schools and parents to begin exploring other
models.

If special and regular education were working well,

so many people would not be trying to reform the system.
IDEA was formulated on a medical model of assessment,
diagnosis and remediation.

The law utilized specialized

terminology and the special education community has created
its own jargon.

Special Education Terminology

Implicit in the Regular Education Initiative
the concept of the least restrictive environment

(REI)
(LRE)

was originally defined by the courts in the 1970s.

is
which

The LRE
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concept holds that a student should be educated to the
greatest extent possible with his or her typical peer group.
The Individualized Education Plan

(IEP)

is a written plan

for each student which outlines specialized instruction,

and

determines what setting is the least restrictive.
Mainstreaming or integration is a concept which holds
that the handicapped student should be served within the
regular school program,
added,

with support personnel and services

rather than being pulled-out of the regular class for

special resource room services or being placed in a selfcontained special class.

In normalization,

a concept

derived from Scandinavia and introduced in the United States
in the 1960s,

handicapped persons are treated and placed in

situations that are as nearly like those of typical persons
as possible.
mainstreaming,

The terms least restrictive environment,
integration and normalization have been used,

at times interchangeably within the special education
literature.
The least restrictive environment is required by law
and implicit in the REI.

Reynolds'

(1962)

hierarchy of special education services

outline of the

indicates the

potential complexity of the problem.
The variety of programs which comprise special
education may be summarized in a chart.
At the first
level, across the broad base of the chart, is
represented the large number of exceptional children,
mainly those with minor deviation, who are enrolled in
regular classes in the school [least restrictive
environment]...The gradual narrowing of the chart
indicates the smaller numbers of children involved as
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programs become more specialized
(p. 367).
Reynolds'
Yet,

[more restrictive]

concept was considered advanced in the 1960s.

in the early 1990s this same concept has resulted in

too many students

in restrictive environments with little or

no movement to less restrictive ones.

The most restrictive

environment does not prepare students to function in
integrated settings

(Biklem,

Lehr,

Searl

& Taylor,

1987).

Mainstreaming may be conceptualized as both a process
and as a goal.

It is the process of combining the skills of

both the regular and special educator in a school program
that assures all children have equal educational opportunity
with respect to instruction.
services

Its goal

is to provide special

in the least restrictive environment.

States Office of Education
children as those

(1)

(1977)

defined handicapped

who have been evaluated in accordance

with certain specified procedures,
to have one or more impairments
because of the impairments,
related services.

The United

(2)

who have been found

(see below),

and

(3)

need special education and

The impairments are:

mental

retardation,

hearing impairments

including deafness,

impairments,

impairments including blindness,

visual

emotional disturbance,
traumatic brain injury,

who,

speech or language

orthopedic impairments,

serious

autism,

other health impairments,

or

specific learning disabilities.
A "handicap"

is an environmental or functional demand

made on one who has a disability in a given situation.

The
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"disability”

is an objective,

dysfunction or impairment,

measurable,

such as the loss of a hand or

paralysis of speech muscles or legs.

A handicap is the

effect that a disability has on individual
specific situation?

functioning in a

a disability is always with the

individual whereas a handicap is not.
situation-specific?

organic

that is,

"Handicaps are

a person with a disability may

be handicapped in one situation but not in another"
(Cartwright,

Cartwright,

& Ward,

1984,

p.52).

A handicapped child may have more than one specific
problem.

Not all children respond in the same way to a

disability,

and similar behaviors may occur in children with

different disabilities.

Therefore,

rigid classifications of

the handicapped may not provide necessary educational
information.

An accurate assessment of the child is

important in that it will

facilitate using the most

effective instructional techniques.

(L'Abate & Curtis,

1975,

p.86).
The official

label

"handicapped" may falsely apply

unless safeguards are taken.
(1977)

The U.S.

requires a number of procedural

Office of Education
safeguards:

1.

Procedures and material used for purposes of
evaluation and placement of children must not be
racially or culturally discriminating.

2.

A full, individual evaluation of a child's
educational needs must be conducted before that
child is placed in any special education program.

3.

Tests and other evaluation materials must be
administered in the child's native language by
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trained personnel, must assess specific educational
needs, and so given as to take into account a
child*s impaired sensory, manual, or speaking
skills.
4.

No single test or procedure can be used as the only
criterion for determining an appropriate
educational program for a child.
Also, placement
of a child cannot be based only on the results of a
test that yields a single general intelligence
quotient.

5.

Evaluation of a child must be made by a multidisci¬
plinary team including at least one teacher or
other specialist in the area of a suspected
disability.

6.

The child must be assessed in all areas related to
the suspected disability, including, where
appropriate, health, vision, hearing, social and
emotional status, general intelligence, academic
performance, communication status, and motor
abilities.

7.

Evaluation procedures must be conducted every three
years or more often if needed.

8.

Placement of a child must be reviewed annually
(pp. 42,496-42-497).

Learning Disabilities

The largest number of students classified as
handicapped are categorized as learning disabled
According to Gartner

(1977),

(LD).

the term "learning disability"

arose in special education in order to classify children who
did not fit neatly into traditional categories of
handicapped children.

The percentage of special education

students labeled as learning disabled varied from 30 to 67
percent among the fifty states

(Binkard,

1986).

There is no

complete consensus on exactly what a learning disability is.
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Most sources agree that a learning disabled child usually
has

(1)

significant deficits in some area of educational

achievement,

(2)

a normal overall score on a standardized

intelligence test,
disturbances,

(4)

(3)

no primary emotional-behavioral

no uncorrected sensory deficits,

no history of severe emotional deprivation

and

(5)

(Gearheart,

1973) .
The National Advisory Committee on Handicapped Children
(1968)

indicated that children with special learning

disabilities exhibit a disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes involved in understanding or in
using spoken or written language.
These may be manifested in disorders of listening,
thinking, talking, reading, writing, spelling, or
arithmetic.
They include conditions which have been
referred to as perceptual handicaps, brain injury,
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, developmental
aphasia, etc.
They do not include learning problems
which are due primarily to visual, hearing, or motor
handicaps, to mental retardation, to emotional
disturbance, or to environmental disadvantages (p.10).
In the cognitive domain,
have problems in reading,
the social domain,

a learning-disabled child may

arithmetic,

In

the learning-disabled child may have

problems in relationships with others,
social behavior.

or even thinking.

self-concept,

In the language domain,

or

a child with

learning disabilities may have trouble with expression in
written or oral form,
in the motor domain,

or with processing language.

Finally,

the learning disabled child may have

problems with gross motor skills,

in psychomotor or
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perceptual-motor skills,

or in some combination of these.

Cartwright et al.

indicated that there is no such

(1984)

thing as a typical

learning disabled child,

cases the term "learning disability"

that in some

is a more socially

acceptable term for underachievement than mental retardation
or emotional disturbance.

Cartwright holds that the only

commonality among LD children is that they seem to have
trouble in school:
in behavior,

in interaction with others,

motor learning"
disabled,

"The trouble may be in cognitive areas,

(p.215).

in language,

or in

The student may be curriculum

which means that curriculum material must be

modified and accommodations provided so that the student can
learn.
Learning disabled students present unique problems in
our public schools.
provisions
1977) .

Historically,

various educational

for the learning disabled were provided

(Gartner,

One provision was a self-contained classroom having

a small number of children receiving instruction for the
school day.
child,

Another was a resource room plan where the

enrolled also in a regular class,

could spend part of

the day receiving individualized instruction for remediating
his or her special

learning disability.

Resource room

teachers might be used to provide consultation to regular
teachers.

Yet another provision was the itinerant

diagnostic specialist who gave specific consultative
assistance to regular classroom teachers

in creating and
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implementing an individualized academic program to be
carried out in the regular class.
The National Academy of Sciences commissioned a series
of studies in the late 1970s.

One study found that there is

little educational basis on which to distinguish students
placed in remedial or special programs for the "mildly
handicapped" from those called "learning disabled",

some of

those called "mentally retarded" and some of those called
"emotionally disturbed"
Allington,

(Algozzine & Ysseldyke,

1983? Allington & Johnson,

Peterson 1987? and Stainback,

(1987)

1986; Jenkins,

Pious &

Stainback & Forest 1989).

Adding more support to this issue,
Walberg

1981;

Reynolds, Wang,

and

argued that the categories used in special

education for mildly handicapped students are neither
reliable nor valid as guides to educational procedures? they
are not only expensive and inefficient but cause much
disjointedness in school programs.
Between 1976-1977 and 1986-1987, when the total special
education population grew 17%,
learning disabled grew 141%
Table 1, p.12).

nationally those labeled as

(Tenth Annual Report,

There was a concomitant decline for those

children labeled as mentally retarded.
(1989)

1988,

Gartner and Lipsky

state it as a form of "classification plea

bargaining."
disabled;

It is acceptable today to be learning

in fact,

it is the elite handicapping condition.
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Special Education programs had to be created to meet
the demands of the expanding handicapped population,
particularly for those labeled as learning disabled.

Once

these programs were established they have always seemed to
fill to capacity.

It is plausible that some children are

not truly learning disabled under federal guideline,

but

rather they are curriculum handicapped; these children are
the marginal learners and their learning styles do not
necessarily fit our traditional curriculum requirements.
Yussen and Santrock

(1978)

noted that "children may be

placed in special-education classes simply because the
classroom teacher can no longer handle them,

rather than

because they have behavioral disorders or learning
disabilities that will be helped by special education
classes"

(p.

572).

Special Education Litigation

Past court cases which focused on equity impacted the
originators of PL 94-142

(IDEA).

Education

S.

(1954),

the U.

In Brown v.

Board of

Supreme Court established the

principle that all children be guaranteed equal educational
opportunity,

stating that separate education can have

devastating affects on children.
...generate a feeling of inferiority as to status in
the community that may affect their hearts and minds in
a way unlikely ever to be undone.
This sense of
inferiority... affects the motivation of a child to
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learn...[and] has a tendency to retard...educational
and mental development, (p.493)
In Mills V.

Board of Education of District of Columbia.

the Court in 1972 ordered that:
No child eligible for a publicly supported
education in the District of Columbia public schools
shall be excluded from a regular public school
assignment by a rule, policy, or practice of the Board
of Education of the District of Columbia or its agents
unless such child is provided:
(a) adequate
alternative educational services suited to the child's
needs, which may include special education or tuition
grants and (b) a Constitutionally adequate hearing
prior to exclusion and period review of the child's
status, progress, and the adequacy of any educational
alternative (quoted in PL 94-142, p. 4).
Public Law 94-142,

now called IDEA,

had its legal roots

in the Fourteenth Amendment's guarantees of "due process"
and "equal protection" on behalf of people seeking fairness
and equality from the public school system. This was the
beginning of special education as we know it today,

and

through this public law began the integration of special
education and regular education within our public schools.
PL 94-142,

(IDEA)

requires policies and procedures to be

developed by the States to ensure that all handicapped
children in a State would be identified,

located and

evaluated? that a goal of providing full educational
opportunity would be established,

including a time table for

delivery of services to all handicapped children; and that a
description of the facilities,

personnel,

necessary to meet such a goal be included.

and services
Although this

was designed simply to protect the rights of handicapped
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students,

IDEA has created an ineffectual and complex

bureaucracy on a national,

state and local level.

A number of issues arise in the implementation of PL
94-142,

IDEA.

The most obvious has to do with the

bureaucracy in implementing any national program.
example,

For

the Oklahoma State Department of Education's

(1988)

manual for special education in Oklahoma details policies
and procedures for child identification,
involvement,

categorical definitions,

restrictive environment,

parental

class size,

diplomas and grading,

teacher certification and salary,
education service delivery,

discipline,

confidentiality,

evaluation,

least

special

eligibility,

individualized education programs,

related services,

surrogate parents,

early childhood

education,

transportation,

complaints,

program monitoring,

due process hearings,

funding,

and personnel development.

All other

states have similar policies and procedures to assure that
their schools are in compliance with federal law.
Public Law 94-142,

(IDEA)

mandates that the states

provide all handicapped students a "free appropriate
education" in the "least restrictive environment possible."
Kozol

(1978)

indicated that,

that means mainstreaming"

"for many handicapped students

(Kozol,

1978,

p.2).

It is

interesting to note that the term "mainstreaming" does not
appear in the text of the law.
state:

Lipsky and Gartner

(1989)

20
The statue is clear in creating a presumption that
services be provided in the regular education
environment to the extent appropriate for each student
(Danielson & Bellamy, 1988, p. 10). Nonetheless, they
say their findings are not a measure of compliance with
the law, which, in a strained reading at best, they
declare dictates placement procedure, not the resulting
patterns of placement.
This is surprising in light of
the departments recent report to Congress on the
implementation of PL 94-142 (IDEA) (Ninth Annual
Report, 1987).
Based on reviews of 25 states, this
report declared that: "Virtually every State had
significant problems in meeting its least restrictive
environment (LRE) responsibilities" (p. 166).
Further:
"Evidence suggest that States have not established
procedures to ensure that the removal of handicapped
children from the regular education environment is
justified" (p. 166).
Indeed, the report to Congress
concludes: "Reviews of some individual student records
in these (25) States also revealed a substantial lack
of evidence that LRE is even considered before a
placement is made.
On the contrary, some placements
seem to be made on the basis of handicapping condition
or for administrative convenience: (Ninth Annual
Report, 1987, p.178).
Separation of students because of disability reduces
the likelihood that students will return to general
education.

Lipsky & Gartner

(1989)

state that,

"An

intermediate step is what has come to be called
'mainstreaming'.

Mainstreaming refers to handicapped

children who are in a special education setting to spend a
portion of their time in general education"

(p.

17).

The

central idea in mainstreaming is that every pupil has a
right to receive an individualized program provided as much
as possible with their typical peer group.

Every school

system is obligated under the law to create new education
plans consistent with such a goal to the extent modern
instructional practices allow (Birch,

1978,

p.

18).
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Blacher,

Dixon et al.

integration,

(1981,

p.

234)

held that social

or the actual classroom interaction between

handicapped and nonhandicapped children,

is crucial for the

cognitive and affective development of the handicapped
child.

The individualized educational plan

mandated by PL 94-142

(IDEA)

is

to include an analysis of a

child's present achievement level,
range and annual goals,

(IEP)

a listing of both short-

an identification of specific

services that will be provided toward meeting those goals
and an indication of the extent to which the child will be
able to participate in regular school programs.

The program

or plan must note when these services will be provided and a
schedule for checking on the progress being achieved under
the plan and for making any revisions in it that may seem
called for

(Milbauer,

1977,

p.

45).

The IEP is developed

through a planning conference among representatives of the
schools,

the teacher,

appropriate,

the child

the parents or guardian,
(Kozol,

1978,

p.5).

and,

if

It is this same

team that determines the least restrictive environment.
Research conducted by Rose and O'Connor

(1989)

greater benefit when students are mainstreamed.

supports

In their

study of the attitudes of 82 secondary-level students in
British Columbia

(Canada),

they found that the majority

supported mainstreaming of handicapped students in their
classes, with females more positive than males and older
students more positive than younger students.

Darrow

(1990)
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indicated that an educational philosophy grounded in
motivation and a positive attitude leads to successful
implementation of mainstreaming instructional strategies.
Darrow outlines strategies for dealing with mainstreamed
students and their various needs:
objectives,
aides,

lesson plans,

including instructional

themes, using tutors and teachers'

and materials development.

School effectiveness studies in general education
indicate it is the school and individual classroom
environments that make the greatest difference in academic
achievement.

Bender and Golden found the success or failure

of mainstreaming and least restrictive environment may
depend on teacher attitude.
91 learning disabled students
self-contained classes)
Adaptive Behavior.

Bender and Golden

(1989)

rated

(56 mainstreamed and 35 in

using the Weller-Srawser Scales of

Results showed that personality

variables and problem behavior were related to teachers'
perceptions of the ability of learning disabled students to
adapt to the classroom.
Some very early research showed that special education
classes did not necessarily provide significantly better
academic performance.

For example,

Bennet

(1932)

compared

50 mentally handicapped children who had been enrolled in
special classes for at least one year with an equivalent
group who were enrolled in the regular grades.

The

researcher found that in all school achievement tests there
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was a significant difference between the mean achievement
scores for the two groups in favor of those who had remained
in the regular grades,

that a longer time spent in the

special class did not result in increased achievement.
further example,

Pertsch

(1936)

As

in a similar study compared

two groups paired on the basis of chronological age, mental
age,

and intelligence quotient.

He found that the regular

grade group performed significantly better academically than
the special class group.
The comparisons between regular and special education
are numerous and interesting.

McGill and Allington

in their study of 16 at-risk second grade readers,
that specialized instruction
I)

(1990),
found

(special education or Chapter

did not appear more differentiated or more appropriate

than the regular education services and were neither
organized to contribute to success in the classroom reading
curriculum nor differentiated enough to be considered a
positive intervention.

O'Sullivan et al.

(1990)

investigated the opportunities to learn provided regular and
special education classes for mildly handicapped students.
They found that,

in general, mildly handicapped students

experienced significantly less opportunity to learn than
their nonhandicapped peers.

O'Sullivan concluded that

simply placing such students in special education classes
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did not necessarily provide them with more opportunities to
learn.
Yussen and Santrock

(1978)

noted that in California,

special education programs were closely integrated with the
regular classroom in a mainstreaming approach.

The special

educator worked with the classroom teacher in suggesting
ways to help the special needs student.
It is obviously important for the special-education
teacher to establish good rapport with the classroom
teacher.
Otherwise, the special education teacher
may be perceived as an invader trying to tell the
classroom teacher how to teach; resentment and antag¬
onism between the two can impede implementation of an
individualized program for the special education child
in the regular classroom setting (p. 573).

Another concern is the students themselves and their
social-emotional reaction to being perceived as "different”.
Some handicapped adolescents may be embarrassed by being
associated with special classes and resource rooms for the
handicapped,

especially if they are mildly handicapped.

Cartwright et al.

(1984)

noted that such students might wait

outside some other room until after the bell rings,
duck unobserved into the special classes.

then

Some might carry

trigonometry or physics texts around the halls with the
titles clearly visible,

even though they might actually be

working at the elementary level in math.

"These defense

mechanisms were important to the youngsters and respected by
the teachers"
programs,

(p.

312).

This is also true in elementary

but does break down when special educators work as
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part of a team in a regular class.

In this

integrated

setting teachers work with both regular and special
education students and the student are not aware of
classifications or labels.

Regular Education Initiative

The Regular Education Initiative
educational

(REI)

looks at

integration and explores the rationale behind

the movement toward a merger of regular and special
education.

Stainback and Stainback

(1984)

pointed out that

although special education is technically a subsystem of
regular education,
education,
staff,

it is

in effect a dual system of

each with its own pupils,

and funding system.

teachers,

supervisory

Stainback and Stainback hold

that the time has arrived for special and regular education
to merge into one unified system structured to meet the
unique needs of all
defined REI as

students"

(p.

102).

Davis

(1989)

"the movement advocating that the general

education system assume unequivocal,

primary responsibility

for all students in our public schools—including identified
handicapped students as well as those students who have
special needs of some type"
unitary educational
implemented,

(p.

440).

system would,

Theoretically,

the

if properly designed and

provide a more effective and appropriate

education for all

students,

both regular and handicapped.
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Davis

(1989)

believes that REI advocates,

special education as discriminatory,
ineffective,

see current

programmatically

and cost inefficient.

Whereas the rallying cry of special education
professional and advocacy groups during the 1960's
and 1970's was "greater access to the mainstream,"
today it is being replaced by a much more complex
rallying cry: "full access to a restructured
mainstream" (Skrtic, 1987) (p. 440).
REI advocates caution that "mere access" to the current
general education mainstream is inadequate.
Davis

(1989),

According to

they hold that "because of the deficiencies in

the organizational

structure of general education,

along

with its present inability to respond effectively to
individual student diversity and difference,

general

education requires a major reconstruction if it is to meet
the need of handicapped and other students'

(p.

440).

A number of authors object to dichotomizing students
into either special or regular categories and,

instead,

prefer to think of students as differing along a continuum
of intellectual,
(Martin,
1983).

1976?

physical,

and psychological characteristics

Telford & Sawyer,

One can not assign,

1981;

Schulz

& Turnbull,

as in a dual system,

arbitrary

cutoff points on various measures and obtain radically
different kinds of students reliably.
unique individuals,
intellectual,
& Stainback,

"All

students are

each with his/her own set of physical,

and psychological characteristics"
1984,

and Stainback,

p.

103).

Therefore,

(Stainback

conclude Stainback

there is not a separate group of students
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needing special

individualized services to meet their

instructional needs,
discriminatory.

and such a position is educationally

Individualized programming should be

available for all students,

not just some called

"exceptional."
Similarly,

for instructional methods,

there are not two discrete sets,
one for the "exceptional."

some argue that

one for the "regular"

Gardner

(1977)

and

stated that

"There are no unique methods for use with exceptional
children that differ in kind from those used with normal
children"

(p.74).

Stainback and Stainback

(1980)

rejected the tendency of

special education to categorize and stereotype students.
There is much evidence indicating that classification is
often done unreliably.
While most of the criticisms, research, and recom¬
mendations related to classification practices have
been directed toward the "soft" categories (for
example, learning disabilities), there is little
evidence that classification of students with severe
limitations in intellectual ability, vision, hearing,
or movement of body parts is educationally useful for
comprehensive educational planning.
A student who has
little or no vision, for example, is a whole human
being with many intellectual, social, psychological,
and physical characteristics.
Classification according
to one or a few characteristics is minimally useful in
planning total educational programs...There is much
more to a child classified autistic than the
characteristics that define him/her as having autism
(p. 104).
The dual

system has allegedly fostered competition and

even duplication rather than cooperation among staff.
and even hostile professional relationships emerge,

Poor
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militating against shared viewpoints and mutual
understanding

(Lortie,

1978,

p.

236).

Different

governmental or university levels foster the growth of
separation and competition.

"In short,

a dual system

creates artificial barriers between people and divides
resources,

personnel,

Stainback,

1984, p.

and advocacy potential"

(Stainback &

105).

Eligibility for funding and services,

based on special

categories currently existing under the dual system,
wasteful and contradictory.

is

Different governmental or

university levels foster the growth of separation and
competition.

In short,

a dual system creates artificial

barriers between people and divides resources,
and advocacy potential"

personnel,

(Stainback & Stainback,

1984,

P.

105) .
For example, some student categorized as visually
handicapped may not need large print books, while
others who are ineligible for large print books could
benefit from their use.
Similarly, not all students
labeled behaviorally disordered may need self-control
training as a part of their educational experience.
Such categories—perpetuated by the dual system—
actually interfere with
providing some students with
the services they require to progress toward their
individual educational goals.
Bogdan and Taylor

(1976)

stated that the longstanding

assumption that there are two methodologies for learning,
one for special and one for regular students,
to erode.

In support of this contention,

is beginning

Gardner

(1977)

wrote that there were no unique methods for dealing with
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exceptional children that differed from those used with
regular students.
A dual system of education creates barriers and divides
resources.

Martin

(1978)

examined the assumptions that have

led us to think of regular and special education as a
dichotomous construct.

"This kind of thinking has led to

the treatment of common problems by separate groups who use
different language constructs, publish in different journals
and in general,

cannot communicate”

(p.

iv).

This clear

distinction of the dichotomy between regular and special
education was written in 1978,

and most proponents of the

REI are still trying to communicate Martin's early message.
One of the first discussions of the REI in the special
education literature was presented in a paper by Maynard
Reynolds and Margaret Wang

(1981).

The concept received

formal recognition at a conference in 1985 when the
Assistant Secretary for the U.S.

Office of Special Education

and Rehabilitative Services, Madeleine C. Will presented the
keynote address at the Wingspread Conference.
presentation was titled.
Problems:

This

Educating Children with Learning

A Shared Responsibility.

stated that the "so called

Madeleine C. Will,

'pull out'

approach to

educational difficulties of students with learning problems
has failed to meet the educational needs of these students
and has created,

however unwittingly,

successful education”

(Will,

1986,

p.

barriers to their
412).
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She spoke of four consequences of our current special
education system.

The first consequence concerns

eligibility requirements and screening procedures which many
times exclude students from needed services.

The second,

is

the tendency to view school failure as a handicapping
condition.

The third,

our special education programs are

not designed to prevent school problems,

only to remediate

them. And the last consequence is the impact our system has
on parents.

Many parents feel our rules are rigid and that

we do not encourage their participation.

There appears to

be a lack of supportive partnership between home and school.
These consequences of our current special education have
provided the platform for the Regular Education Initiative
debate.
Madeleine Will included in her keynote address a
rationale for change,

a calling to follow a new frontier.

She stated that building level administrators need to be
empowered to design and deliver comprehensive and effective
services to all children within their building.

Citing

research papers that document a positive correlation between
the age at which intervention occurs and the level of
success from the given intervention,
intervention for children.
gave credence,

she called for earlier

Another area in which Ms. Will

is that of curriculum based assessment in

which the strengths and weaknesses of children are assessed
for instructional planning purposes.

Finally,

she spoke to
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the issue of bringing effective educational programs and
techniques into our school.

She concluded her address with

a challenge.
MIf we are to correct the flawed vision, to refine
the vision, and not obliterate what is good in the
present vision, or not destroy what we have worked so
hard to achieve, then an atmosphere of trust will have
to be created...Success will mean the creation of a
more powerful, more responsive education system, one
with enhanced component parts...It does mean the
nurturing of a shared commitment to the future of all
children with special learning needs” (Will, 1986, p.
415) .
Margaret C. Wang,

Professor of Educational Psychology

and Director of the Adaptive Learning Environments Unit,

is

clearly a leader within the Regular Education Initiative.
She and Renyolds outline their Adaptive Learning
Environments Model

(ALEM).

This is the only long range and

comprehensive research project simultaneously addressing
cognitive,

social,

behavior,

mainstream

(ALEM classes)

and financial issues within the

and comparing this data to the

traditional special education resource rooms.
The design of the ALEM is aimed at providing for the
learning needs of all students within the regular classroom
while rearranging the staffing and financial resource
available to the public school.
critical design dimensions:

(1)

It contains several
early identification of

learning problems and a diagnostic-prescriptive monitoring
system,

(2)

children,

not labeling mainstreamed special education

but describing learning needs in instructional

rather than categorical terms,

(3)

individual educational
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plans that accommodate strengths and needs,

and

(4)

teaching

self-management skills that enable students to take
responsibility for their learning

(Wang and Birch,

1984).

In their initial study of ALEM, Wang and Birch reported
that students in the ALEM mainstreaming classes initiated
interactions with teachers more often
in the non-ALEM classes

(4%).

(32.4%)

than students

They also interacted more

often with their teachers for instructional purposes
vs.

88.1% for the non-ALEM students),

and they interacted

more with peers for instructional purposes
the non-ALEM classes).

(95.5%

(45% vs.

13% for

The authors note that it is

interesting that students in the ALEM classes were observed
to spend more time on task (90.1%)
ALEM classes

(80%).

than students in the non-

This initial data suggests that it is

feasible to adapt classrooms to meet the needs of all
students and that indeed,

this type of environment

facilitates the attainment of desirable classroom processes.
Achievement data was surprisingly similar for both ALEM
students and non-ALEM students and did not lead to a
significant finding.

When comparing the behavioral data,

the ALEM students were observed doing more independent work
and exhibiting more time on task behavior.

The handicapped

students in the ALEM tended to rate their cognitive and
social competence and general self-esteem higher then did
the handicapped non-ALEM students.

Handicapped students in

the non-ALEM classes showed consistent patterns of lower
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rates on all three scales than the regular students
same classes.

in the

In the ALEM classes this result was reversed,

as the handicapped students'

self rating and those of the

regular students were almost identical on the social
competence and general self-esteem rating scales.
"By special and regular educators uniting in their
advocacy attempts and pooling their resources,

modifications

and adjustments could be made in regular education to meet
the unique learning needs and characteristics of all
students"

(Stainback and Stainback p 106).

See Appendix A

for a summary and comparison of the dual system and the
proposed unified system.

Collaboration

REI advocates state that the current special education
system is plagued by a multitude of problems.
as discriminatory,
1989).

ineffective,

They see it

and cost inefficient

(Davis,

They hope to replace special education with a

restructured regular education system.
access to regular education.

REI

is more than

It would change the

organization of current approaches to mainstreaming and
create a whole new approach.

REI,

in the first place,

would

take a better look at how we serve the students who require
special attention,

intervention,

and support systems

intended to stimulate a better quality of life
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educationally,
(Davis,

personally,

1989).

Further,

socially,

REI

and vocationally

seeks a proactive and

preventive posture with regard to the diversity of students
in today's classrooms.

It holds that regular classroom

teachers and special educators must rethink the current
concept of exceptionality as well as develop a greater
instructional

flexibility so that all students—not just

exceptional ones—learn effectively within our schools.
REI,

as a collaborative effort,

The

is being utilized currently

by many of our public school systems.

Regular and special

educators are working together to meet the needs of
individual

learners.

Collaboration within the school may be

described as a process based upon equal relationship
characterized by
(b)

(a)

mutual trust and open communication,

joint approaches to problem identification,

(c)

the

pooling of personal resources to identify and select
strategies that will have some probability of solving the
problem that has been identified,

and

(d)

shared

responsibility in the implementation and evaluation of the
program or strategy that has been initiated.

It is this

mutual collaborative effort that administrators and teachers
are struggling with as they begin looking at effectively
meeting the needs of all learners in their schools.
Cook

(1991)

viewed collaboration as an interaction

between equal partners
solve problems.

(special and regular educators)

Successful collaboration,

according to

to
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Cook,

involves the

parity,

following characteristics:

shared participation,

accountability,

mutual goals,

shared resources,

shared

and voluntariness.

Special programs may stand in the way of collaboration
because they limit the power of the building-level
administrators to assemble professional and other resources
for providing the best possible education based on meeting
individual educational needs of all

its students.

"This

means special programs and regular education programs must
be allowed to collectively contribute skills and resources
to carry out individualized education plans based on
individualized education needs"
Idol and West

(1987)

(Will,

1986,

including criteria for

assessing the quality of model programs

Johnson,

413).

offered a competency perspective

for the training of consultants,

inservice)

p.

(both preservice and

for training special education consultants.

Pugach,

& Devlin

(1990)

report that the trend

toward collaboration began with the special education
consultation model

(Friend,

1988).

This movement began with

special education teachers as consultants to regular class
teachers and being looked upon as the

"experts."

is changing so that there is a more mutual
collaboration.

Johnson,

Pugach,

& Devlin

This trend

focus on true
(1990)

offer a

reconceptualization of the way we look at problems.

They

see a mutual collaboration in which professionals share
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their expertise to solve problems and offer the following
steps:
1.

Collaborative efforts must be sanctioned at the
administrative level.

2.

Teachers should be given assistance with clerical
work so that they have time to interact with each
other.

3.

Meeting times should be organized for mutual
problem solving.

4.

Specialist and classroom teachers should be given
opportunities to co-teach.

5.

The use of specialized terminology should be
avoided.

6.

Faculty or inservice meetings could be reserved for
collaborative problem solving, (pp. 9-10)

Collaboration must be mutual and reciprocal

if it is to

be

a process which will problem solve.
Vermont has created an unusual new law,

Act 230

(1990),

to support this collaborative process and reform special
education.

This Act is based on the premise that all

schools must begin to pursue a comprehensive system of
education services that will result,
possible,

to the maximum extent

in all students succeeding in the regular

classroom.

It was created by a special

legislative

committee in response to many special education concerns.
Since 1982,

Vermont's special education enrollments have

been climbing annually at three times the rate of general
education.
supplemental

Districts have not uniformly exhausted all other
services before referring students to special
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education.

Another critical

in special education staff.

factor concerned the turnover
Specialists were leaving the

field in large numbers to avoid excessive paper work,
lawsuits and bureaucracy.
In May of 1990,
law Act 230.

Governor Madeline M.

Kunin,

This Act requires each school district to:

follow all state eligibility standards,

provide services to

all eligible children from the age of three,

establish an

instructional support system in every school,
special

signed into

identify

learning problems in the early grades,

train

classroom teachers to teach children who have a wide
variation in learning styles,
local resources,
with parents,

and make the greatest use of

designed by the district in consultation

for teaching students in the regular

classroom.
The State of Vermont has responsibilities as well.
They must put aside one percent of the total

special

education budget to train all teachers and administrators to
work effectively with students who have difficulty learning.
Vermont eligibility standards are being refined and tighter
criteria are being established for documenting a student's
need for special education.
Beginning in 1991,

schools can use a portion of the

special education funding
provide supplemental
remedial

services.

(the Mainstream Block Grant)

to

instruction through compensatory or
State and federal

financial

support will
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now be based on average daily membership,

(ADM)

giving

districts an incentive to reduce the number of students in
special education.

It is a law designed to strengthen

regular and compensatory education and to reduce the need
for special education in its present form.

Collaboration

will be the key as Vermont attempts to strengthen its
capacity to meet the needs of all

its students.

The merger of regular and special education has a
number of implications.
polarity,

Without the special/regular

there would be a change in the training and

assignment of teachers,
specialists.

consultants,

and research

"The major difference between what is

currently practiced and what would be needed in a merged
system is the reorganization of personnel preparation and
assignment according to instructional categories rather than
by categories of students"

(Stainback & Stainback,

1984,

p.

107) .
This implies that universities and colleges must make
certain that all educators have a strong foundation in the
teaching/learning process.

Stainback and Stainback

(1984),

caution however,

that some teachers,

resource specialists,

and consultants,

would still need to have specialization in

instructional areas typically assigned to special education.
"For example,

while many teachers and consultants would

continue to specialize

in traditional

regular education

areas such as reading and language arts,

or math and
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science,

others might specialize in basic motor and self-

care skills or alternative communication systems"
Stainback and Stainback

(1984)

claim benefits

(p.

107).

from

heterogeneous grouping of students and see in a merger an
opportunity to reduce current emphasis on classification,
homogeneous grouping,

and "tracking"

of students.

However,

they recognize that students would still have to be grouped
in certain instances

into specific courses or classes

according to their instructional needs.
Stainback and Stainback

(1984)

necessary tracking system be fluid,

recommended that any
and students be able to

move in and out and across groups as their individual needs
and interests dictate.
capabilities
individual

in the schools,

p.

flexible scheduling based on

student's needs could be more easily accomplished

than might be
1984,

"With increased computer

initially envisioned"

(Stainback & Stainback,

108).

In a unified system,

support personnel would not have

to spend much time on classification and eligibility
decisions.

All requests

special qualifications

for help would be answered and no

for assistance would be needed.

The

release time would enable support personnel to spend time in
classrooms working directly with teachers and students on
specific problems.
In a merged system,

funding would be based on service

or program elements rather than on categories of
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exceptionality.

Funds could be disbursed for individual

tutoring or lessons
communication,
1984) ,

p.

or speech therapy

108).

program for,

in social skills training,

say,

total

(Stainback & Stainback,

The cost estimates required to run a
phonetic language arts would be based on a

claim for funding rather than categories of labeled
students.

Careful planning is needed,

the needs of all

but,

in the merger,

students would be emphasized:

would have to be categorized,

labeled,

and pitied in order

to receive a free and appropriate education"
Stainback,

1984,

p.

"No student

(Stainback &

108).

In a merged system,

an individual difference would be

viewed as only one of many characteristics of a student
rather than the dominating focus of a student's life,
thereby avoiding much of the distortion that might result in
seeing the entire person in terms of a single
characteristic.
With careful planning, it should be possible to meet
the unique needs of all students within one unified
system of education—a system that does not deny
differences, but rather a system that recognizes and
accommodates for differences...It is time to stop
developing criteria for who does or does not belong in
the mainstream and instead turn the spotlight to
increasing the capabilities of the regular school
environment, the mainstream, to meet the needs of all
students (Stainback & Stainback, 1984, pp. 109-110).

The tendency of remedial education in America to
"overkill" with labeling and classification is one much in
need of correction,

REI notwithstanding.

Reid

(1986)
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reiterates the common sense dictum that "most,

if not all,

students can learn to read and write successfully if they
are properly taught to do so"

(p.

510).

He cites the

experience of the Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction
(ECRI)

which focuses on individualized instruction and

mastery learning,

as well as emphasizes positive

reinforcement and high performance expectations.

The

success of programs such as ECRI suggests not only the
weakness of psychometrics as a basis of diagnosis and
placement of children, but flawed methodology that comes out
of such an approach.

Skills such as reading and math are

not so mysterious as to defy the teaching skills of most
competent teachers,

and approaches such as ECRI may well

eliminate the need for specialists to attend to every
problem that can be handled by regular classroom teachers.
Consistent with this criticism of the dual system of
education is Will's

(1986)

charge that special programs tend

to equate poor performance with handicap,
segregation.

leading to

"Often the results are lowered academic and

social expectations on the part of the students themselves,
as well as their peers and their teachers, which can lead to
poor performance and an inability to learn effectively"
412).

(p.

Thus the special program hardware and methodology can

create the very problem in need of solution.
the other hand,

Critics,

on

offer arguments against the Regular

Education Initiative concepts.

Gerber

(1988)

argued that
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"brute force” to absorb special education into regular
classrooms will fail.

"Regular classroom teachers,

confronting often extreme variability in students'
characteristics,

learning

cannot be equally effective with difficult-

to-teach students without either substantial increases in
usable instructional resources or adaptation of powerful
instructional technologies”

(p.

309).

There are others who

support Gerber's philosophy.
Lieberman

(1985)

defined regular education as a system

which dictates the curriculum,

whereas in special education,

the child dictates the curriculum.
It is the height of optimism and even naivete to
suggest that a merger would result in the latter and
not the former.
The fact that there are even many socalled special educators who aren't child-centered or
oriented toward individualization would suggest that
the struggle of child versus system cannot be won by
merger (p. 514).
Lieberman further indicates that even under a merger,
students who are not successful in a particular class will
still be pulled out and taught by others,
notwithstanding."
Stainback

(1984)

"duality of merger

Lieberman also rejects the Stainback and
view that special education encourages

categorization which works against viewing the child as an
individual:

"I believe that a child categorized by special

education has a significantly better chance of being treated
as an individual than if he or she remains noncategorized
within the overall framework of regular education”

(p.

515).

Finally, we note that Lieberman also asks that if there is
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lack of cooperation now between various kinds of educators,
why should there be any more under a merger?

Lieberman

makes some excellent points but assumes that the current
system holds more potential than the possible changes
initiated through the Regular Education Initiative.
Kauffman,

Gerber,

and Semmel

(1988)

continue the

argument against the REI by asserting that good teachers
cannot,

obviously,

best way,

teach all students all of the time in the

that the greater the diversity of ability among

their students,

the more difficult and unlikely it is that

such teachers will be able to teach most of their students
effectively most of the time.

"The REI,

though it embraces

several arguments about which there can be some consensus,
is appealing only at a superficial level because it is based
on unexamined,

implicit assumptions that provide a poor

foundation for attempting a reorganization of education for
handicapped and other difficult-to-teach students"

(pp.

10-

).

11

Kauffman

(1989)

sees REI as a flawed policy initiative

because it presumably focuses on a small number of highly
emotional issues such as integration,
efficiency,

and excellence for all.

nonlabeling,
Kauffman objects

further to REI on the grounds that it allegedly does not
have the support of critical constituencies,
illogical premises,
proposed reforms,

rests on

ignores the issue of specificity in

and reflects a cavalier attitude toward
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experimentation and research.

Kauffman suggests reforms

which include obtaining the support of critical
constituencies,

increasing attention to the effectiveness of

educational strategies rather than the place in which they
are implemented and focusing efforts on incremental
improvements in the current system.

Paradigm Shifts

The dual system of regular and special education has
problems,

as delineated by various REI advocates.

Valid

criticisms by REI proponents include the misuses of such
techniques as classification,
by category,

labeling,

eligibility strictly

and competition and duplication of special

service practices with exceptional children.
education is based in these classifications,

Special
particularly

with its "scientific" labeling of learning disabilities,
labeling which may be quite unscientific in so far as the
pragmatics of teaching are concerned.
However,

care must be taken not to replace one kind of

myopia with another; the administrative and professional
excesses of the current dual system do not automatically
vanish because of a new system called REI.
educators,
be around.

The same

parents and administrative hierarchies will still
However,

it must be considered that this debate

would not be occurring if education were working well for
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regular education students and special education students;
if it were working well for regular and special education
teachers;

if parents were pleased with their schools;

if we

had a cost effective program that resulted in high
achievement and personal success.
Davis

(1989)

indicated that the REI,

in his opinion,

involved a much broader debate than educational issues;
is rooted in political,
and action.

economic,

and sociological thought

Special student problems are rooted in deeper

societal problems such as lack of health care,
housing,

it

poverty,

inadequate

and dysfunctional family environments.

Can educational systems by themselves cope with such
problems?
The Regular Education Initiative is a revolution.
must be thought of in this manner.

It

Special education and

regular education are being asked to examine basic beliefs
regarding education.

They are being asked to examine the

policies and practices that have guided these separate
fields for many years.

If the REI is to reach consensus

within the educational community it must adopt new paradigms
(see Appendix C).
upside down.

The paradigm shifts will turn schools

It will require a collegial atmosphere,

which collaboration becomes prime.

one in

The paradigm continues

with leaders having visions of change and making parents
truly partners in our schools.
risk taking,

The new paradigm demands

making changes and, most of all,

being willing
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to be wrong.

Our school organizations will need to change.

The new paradigm shifts us to organizational units that are
far more autonomous than our current centralized systems.
The focus in this new organization is local decision making.
These paradigm shifts are not special education shifts nor
are they regular education shifts.

They are the paradigm

shifts that must occur if all education is to survive.

We

are going to have to reinvigorate our thinking and reorient
our efforts to advocacy in a positive,
collaborative manner.
not a disability issue.

unified,

The Regular Education Initiative is
Its purpose is to provide a free

and appropriate education for all students.

CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Design

A qualitative research methodology was used to explore
the diverse attitudes and perceptions of regular and special
education teachers in the Bennington-Rutland Supervisory
Union concerning the Regular Education Initiative

(REI).

What are the concerns and expectations of regular classroom
teachers and special educators as they work with special
education students in their classrooms?
Butera,

and Lesar

(1991)

Semmel, Abernathy,

indicated that the problems in

current special education practices,

as perceived by distal

academicians and policy makers may be radically different
from the perceptions of the educators who will need to
implement this policy.

Within the qualitative approach,

"meaning is of essential concern ...

qualitative researchers

are concerned with participant perspectives"
Biklen,

1982,

(Bogden &

p.30).

Miles and Huberman

(1988)

suggest that the first step

in qualitative research is to build a conceptual framework
which specifies who and what will be studied,
to be explored and outcomes to be measured.
Rutland Supervisory Union

relationships
The Bennington-

(B-RSU), Manchester,

Vermont,

evaluated its special education program in 1989.
evaluation was conducted by Dr.
Psychologist,

Reid Lyon,

The

Senior Research

National Institute of Child and Human
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Development.

One aspect of the evaluation was to involve

members of the B-RSU teacher community in a productive
effort to identify teacher perceptions of the effectiveness
of special education programs.

The conceptual framework

emerged from the teachers themselves as they responded to
the Lyon

(1990)

study.

All questions that were posed in the final survey
instrument were generated by the teacher themselves.
questions focused on six major areas:
special education students;
administrative issues;
collaboration;

(5)

(3)

(2)

(1)

The

responsibility for

teacher morale and

evaluation;

instruction; and

(6)

(4)

communication and

teacher preparation.

The addition of this survey information will be "especially
effective when combined with other methods"
p.

(Babbie,

1973,

45).
It is interesting to note that all of these teacher

generated areas match a qualitative analysis conducted by
Semmel, Abernathy,

Butera,

and Lesar (1991)

proposition included in the Will
Regular Education Initiative.
and Lesar

(1991)

(1986)

of the major

policy paper on the

Semmel, Abernathy,

Butera,

constructed a preliminary taxonomy of REI

issues and augmented this with an exhaustive review of the
REI literature in order to formulate their conceptual model.
Will's basic premise and the special education literature,
match the concerns of teachers in the B-RSU.

49

The results of the B-RSU survey
reported by Reid Lyon

(1990),

(see Appendix D),

indicate that there is

disparity in thinking and feeling between the special
educator and the regular classroom teacher.

Special

educators indicate consistently that classroom teachers are
more interested in removing problem students or academically
deficient students from their classrooms than in providing
the students with the skills to learn more efficiently.
Classroom teachers report that special educators are
attempting to place responsibility for educating special
education students on the shoulders of the classroom
teachers,

and use the Basic Staffing Team and Individual

Educational Plan meeting as administrative vehicles to place
more burden on the regular educator.
These disparities are significant and demand further
investigation.

It is important to understand the nuances of

their thinking and the focus of their suggestions for
improvement.

A qualitative design will allow,

"dimensions

to emerge from analysis of the cases under study without
presupposing in advance what those important dimensions will
be"

(Patton,

1987).

It will provide the B-RSU with

important information concerning the Regular Education
Initiative and it will guide the policy makers as they
grapple with developing and implementing a philosophy that
will educate all students effectively.
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Instrument and Sample Population

A guided interview format was developed
E)

based on the Lyon

(1990)

programs in the B-RSU.

(see Appendix

study of the special education

The guided interview was used to

assure that basically the same information was collected
from each participant.

This format allowed the topic of

special education and the Regular Education Initiative to be
explored and to ask questions that illuminated the concerns
of regular and special educators.

This design allowed

maximum flexibility and at the same time,

increased the

comprehensiveness of the data.
Interviews were conducted with three teachers in each
of the six elementary schools that make up the BenningtonRutland Supervisory Union:
Dorset Elementary School,
Elementary School,

Manchester Elementary School,
Rupert Elementary School,

Pawlet

Sunderland Elementary School and Currier

Memorial Elementary School.

Two teachers were regular class

teachers and one was a special educator.
All teachers in the Supervisory Union received a letter
indicating that this study would take place.

Names were

drawn randomly using the table of random numbers.

Each

teacher was contacted personally and asked to participate.
Since four of the elementary schools have only one teacher
per grade level,

and two schools have multiple grades,

the

table of random numbers assured that every teacher had an
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equal probability of being selected.

Each teacher

participating in this study was given a copy of the Lyon
(1990)

Teacher Response Survey

(see Appendix D)

to review

prior to the guided interview.
The questions focused on the six major areas of concern
in the original

1990 survey:

education students?
issues?
(5)

(3)

(2)

and

responsibility for special

teacher morale and administrative

evaluation?

instruction?

(1)

(4)

(6)

communication and collaboration?

teacher preparation.

Each

interview was tape recorded and each interview transcribed
verbatim for analysis.
Using an indepth interview guide,

this researcher took

each participant through six major areas of REI concern.
The guided interviews allowed for a rich source of data
concerning teachers'

perceptions toward the Regular

Education Initiative in the Bennington-Rutland Supervisory
Union.

Data Collection

This researcher received permission from the
Superintendent of Schools

for the Bennington-Rutland

Supervisory Union to conduct a qualitative research project
concerning teacher perceptions toward the Regular Education
Initiative.

Through the building principals,

received a letter

(see Appendix F)

all teachers

explaining the purpose of
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the study and teachers names were drawn using a table of
random numbers and each was contacted and asked to
participate.

Each participant had the study explained and

confidentially was assured.

Background information was

collected for each participant including:
subjects previously taught,
present position,

years

caseload/class size.
the Lyon study

education,

grades and

total years teaching,

in current position and

This same information was collected in

(see Appendix G).

All participants were informed that the interviews
would be taped and transcribed verbatim.
took notes during each interview.

The researcher

The notes helped

formulate new questions and facilitated analysis
1987) .

Immediately following each interview,

(Patton,

observations

about the interview were noted as well as the reaction of
the interviewee,

and any additional

information that would

facilitate data analysis.
Once the study has been completed the information and
analysis will be shared with all participants.

Data Analysis

In analyzing the data collected from the guided
interview,

the researcher examined teacher perceptions

concerning the Regular Education Initiative.
areas:

Each of six

responsibility for special education students,
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teacher morale and administrative issues,
communication and collaboration,

evaluation,

instruction,

and teacher

preparation were explored to see if they shaped the
participants view and if so,

to what extent.

perceptions of the teachers?

Why do they feel they way they

do?

What is this based on?

What supports,

What are the

system changes

and staff development will be necessary to work effectively
with all

students?

Each interview was transcribed and patterns based on
responses were labeled.

The classification system was

created by using a matrix to code recurring themes in each
of the targeted areas.
of "convergence" will
data.

Data

Guba

(1978),

stated that the issue

lead to a classification system for

from this study was sorted into categories and

judged by either "internal homogeneity or external
heterogeneity" Guba

(1978).

The first concerns data that

hold together meaningfully and the second concerns clear
difference among categories.

The researcher worked back and

forth between the data and the classification system to
verify the meaningfulness and accuracy of the emerging
patterns,

themes and categories.

CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF DATA
Introduction

The analysis and presentation of data
were divided into seven sections
Education Initiative:
education students?
issues;

(3)

(1)

(2)

for this study

focusing on the Regular

responsibility for special

teacher morale and administrative

evaluation of special education students?

collaboration and communication
teacher preparation?

and

(7)

(5)

Vermont,

instruction;

(4)

(6)

Act 230.

The first section addresses the research question:

1)

Who should have primary responsibility for teaching the
special education student?
research question:

2)

The second section addresses the

Do teachers perceive the morale of

special and regular educators differently?

The third

section addresses the research question:

Is special

education testing and its
perceived as useful

3)

inherent categorical

in developing strategies

special education students?
the research question:

4)

labels

for teaching

The fourth section addresses

Do the teachers schedule time to

meet and communicate effectively for the benefit of the
special education students?
research question:

5)

The fifth section addresses the

What are the perceived needs of

special education students who are receiving their special
educational program

in the regular class?

section addresses the research question:

6)

The sixth
Have teachers
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received formal educational training to help them teach
special education students in a collaborative environment?
The seventh section address the research question:

(7)

What

differences do teachers perceive Act 230 and the Regular
Education Initiative have made in their schools?
Through the data analysis,

themes related to each

research question are analyzed and teachers perceptions are
discussed.

Section I:

Research Question #1

Who is perceived as having primary responsibility for
teaching the special education students?
Participants in this study felt that primary
responsibility for special education students belongs to the
regular class teacher.

Eighty-three percent of the teachers

felt this was a regular class teacher's responsibility

(see

Table 1).
One regular class teacher stated her feelings quite
succinctly:
I've always felt that it was the regular classroom
teacher's responsibility first, foremost. I felt the
special education person should be an expert to
consult, to help out with problems, like [name of
special educator] has helped me with.
But, that
student, I think, is mine first, so its my
responsibility.
(Subject #8)
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Table 1
Responsibility
Percentage of teachers perceiving that regular education
teachers should have primary responsibility for special
education students.

All Teachers

Y

N

DK

Special
Education Teachers

Y

N

DK

Regular
Education

Y

N

DK

100%

100
83%

75%

75

50

25%

25
17%

0
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Other teachers were not sure and wanted to qualify
their answer.

For seventeen percent of the teachers,

the

intensity of an individual child's needs was the determining
factor.

I think in some cases I feel very good about that.
I
feel in others, where a child requires a time
consuming, an over abundance of time, I think it takes
away from the amount of time she has to give to the
other kids, and so therefore, I feel that there is
really not a good fairness along those lines.
(Subject #6)

The most significant finding reported by the teachers
was that the roles and responsibilities for special
educators and regular class teachers were not well defined.
This finding was true for both regular and special
educators, with one hundred percent agreement.

It is

interesting to note that eighty-three percent of the
teachers felt that regular class teachers should have
primary responsibility and yet one hundred percent felt
roles and responsibility were not well defined.
I don't think its really well defined. I think it
varies from classroom to classroom.
I think it varies
from special educator to special educator and I think
it almost varies from child to child.
I think its
renegotiated every time we make a kid eligible.
(Subject #1)
Probably not too well defined . . . like who has
responsibility for doing what with a student?
What I
try to do is meet with teachers at the beginning of the
school year to talk about the students and make a plan
... I try to get to know the personalities and
teaching style of the teacher so I kind a fit in and
make suggestion or figure out how we're going to work.
(Subject #7)
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I don't think they are well defined.
I think that's
where there has been some problems just in hearing
other teachers.
What should be the special education
teachers responsibility, what should be the regular
education teachers responsibility?
I think if that was
clear, just written down, I don't think you would have
as many people feeling unhappy or feeling like they
should be doing something differently.
(Subject #8)

Roles and responsibility for the regular and special
class teacher in the Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union
are not perceived as well defined.

The role of the special

education teacher and the classroom teacher have been
changing.

Teachers do not have written guidelines for this

new paradigm and because of this,

they have been

experimenting with a variety of models and trying to find
one that works best for them.
One teacher spoke about the changing role of special
education in general and how the culture of each school
impacts on the professional responsibilities of the
teachers.

I think it [role definition/responsibility] was very
well defined initially but I think it was also very
limiting and very stifling. I think now, out here at
least, we've changed the definition and broadened it
quite a bit so I think we are getting a better idea of
what it is ... it can't be the same from school to
school I don't think . . . cause I think it depends
upon the philosophy of the school, what your support
system is . . . how well the teachers work together.
My role definition would be different today I think if
I were to go to another school. I'd like to see some
common threads throughout the schools.
(Subject #11)
Teachers participating in this study began their
professional careers on an average of sixteen years ago.
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During the time of their training,

there was a well defined

pull-out model for special education services.

This is the

only well defined model for delivering special education
services that exists; this is the model that teachers know.
As roles change,

teachers do not know what to expect.

This

lack of definition is creating a high level of tension and
experimentation.
Lack of clarity as to the roles and responsibilities
leaves teachers to develop them on their own.

A regular

education teacher clearly spoke from her own perspective,
defining it for herself:

I don't know how well defined they are, in writing or
what the expectations are, from my own point of view, I
just always felt that I was the main person, just sort
of got help from the others. ... I think that's an
important plus.
(Subject #12)

One area of confusion has to do with curriculum
modification for the special education students.

When asked

who should assume responsibility to modify curriculum for
special education students,

thirty-three percent of the

teachers felt that this was the responsibility of special
educator;

six percent felt it should be the responsibility

of the regular education teacher; and sixty-one percent felt
this was a shared responsibility.

Special and regular

educators differed in their thinking on this issue.

Twenty

percent of special educators felt that this was a special
education responsibility,

twenty percent felt it was a
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regular education responsibility and sixty percent felt it
was a shared responsibility.

Forty-two percent of the

regular class teachers reported that curriculum modification
was a special education responsibility and fifty-eight
percent felt it was a shared responsibility.
Actually, I feel it should be something that is done by
both special education and the regular classroom
teacher.
I wouldn't, like I said, feel comfortable
doing that by myself.
(Subject #16)
I think that belongs to the special education
department, mainly because the special educator has the
time to provide the program for this one child and is
not worried about 17 others.
(Subject #17)
I like the way that is worded, who should.
I think due
to the fact that the special education teacher is
needed in so many different rooms that just physically
it is impossible to modify for every single kid so
logistically the regular teacher almost has to for the
most part. Then we run into some that don't, then
that's when the learning specialist has to help out and
do that.
I think ideally you need to do it as a team.
(Subject #1)
One special education teacher shared that curriculum
modification was not an area of concern.

This teacher, was

able to find a process that was comfortable for her.
I think I see it as a shared responsibility.
It would
be a matter to sit with a teacher, look and see what
she is presenting.
She sees the student more in a day
than I do so I would need to have input on exactly
where the gaps are to know how to do that.
(Subject #5)
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Section II:

Research Question #2

Do teachers perceive the morale of special and regular
educators differently?
Teachers perceive the morale of both regular and
special educators as poor,

yet the morale of special

educators is perceived as increasing during the last two
years.

Thirty-nine percent of the teachers perceive the

morale of special education staff as good,

forty-four

percent perceive it as poor and seventeen percent felt they
could not answer the question

(see Table 2).

One teacher

with special education training indicated:
Very poor.
I think they [special education teachers]
feel, I always feel like they're overwhelmed and having
been certified to be a special educator, that would be
the last job I would choose...I give then [special
education teachers] so much credit because there is so
much paperwork and it just, I think is exhausting for
them ... it seems the focus is so much on paperwork,
and its, it would just drive me crazy, I wouldn't
choose it.
(Subject #2)
Another regular class teacher commented on the improved
morale of a special education teacher in her building:
Morale is extremely high from what it has ever been,
last year was a real good year for [name of teacher].
(Subject #4)
[The morale of]
(Subject #8)

the person,

the people I have is great.

A special education teacher spoke to the improved morale of
the special education staff:
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Table 2
Morale of Special Education Teachers
Teachers perception of the morale of the special education
teachers.

All Teachers

Good Poor DK

Special
Education Teachers

Good Poor DK

Regular
Education

Good Poor DK

83%

100

75

50%

50
44%
39%
25%

25
17%

0

17%

25%
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It seems to be much more upbeat than it was. . . . they
seem to be much more optimistic and there seems to be a
lot more energy than there was, say two years ago.
There seems to be more collaboration and a lot more
dialogue going on and people seem to be coming to our
staff meetings a lot more excited about what they are
doing in the schools.
(Subject #11)
Thirty-nine percent of the teachers perceive the morale
of regular education staff as good and sixty-one percent
perceive the morale of regular education staff as poor
Table 3).

A teacher who felt regular classroom teacher

morale was good,
continued,

(see

began by responding positively,

and as she

hedged her statements:

The morale of the regular classroom teacher is good
. . . there are days when its good, let me put it that
way and I think there are other days they are wondering
what they are accomplishing. ... I think they are
wondering how they are going to meet expectations,
having been trained in a certain way and so on and also
because of the dynamics involved in this collaborative
effort, its not a simple thing.
(Subject #18)
Many teachers responded to a global sense of
frustration when trying to describe the morale of regular
education teachers:
I sense that morale here is about the same as it is for
teachers everywhere.
A sense of frustration in not
being able to teach everybody, to accomplish what we
would like to with every student ... a sense of
frustration in picking up the paper with "Johnny Can't
Read," reading that we are paid too much...and dealing
with discipline problems here is like it is everywhere,
the biggest frustration and causes the greatest sense
of dissatisfaction with the job.
(Subject #15)
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Table 3
Morale of Regular Teachers
Teacher perceptions of the morale of regular class teachers

All Teachers

Good Poor DK

Special
Education Teachers

Good Poor DK

Regular
Education

Good Poor DK

100
83%

61%
50
39%

25%

25
17%

0
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I guess the most frustrating thing that I hear around
the district is that we don't have time to sit
down...so many of us are isolated...need to really sit
down and just share with another third or fourth grade
teacher...pick each others brains. I suspect that would
build morale more than anything else, just to be able
to spend that time...to get down to the nitty-gritty of
it.
(Subject #10)

Time

is an essential

factor in looking at morale in the

Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union.

Teachers

feel that

they need time with their peers to collaborate and plan for
their students.

They do not perceive that they have control

of their work day.

The day has little planning time.

when a teacher has planning time,

Even

it is an isolated planning

time without opportunity for collaboration.

This lack of

time adds to the feelings of isolation and frustration.

One

teacher described the need this way:
I think that a lot of times teachers feel like if I
only had time that was school time ... I mean
everyone puts in their own time but that's just to get
themselves semi-caught up . . . but if it was
recognized that you could have half a day here to do
your own personal planning (for your class) or kind a
if they felt they were being recognized as being
important to take time to do that. ... I know that's
not looked upon too favorable among the towns . . .
spending a lot of money on education. I know everyone
feels we need to be part of committees, and we need to
be part of the professional development or curriculum
development, things happen in the supervisory union,
but sometimes its really hard to know when the teaching
comes in or time for your family. . . . (Subject #7)
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Section III:

Research Question #3

Is special education testing and its inherent
categorical labels perceived as useful in developing
teaching strategies for special education students?

Most

teachers felt that categorical labels provided only very
limited information

(see Table 4).

Teachers want to look at

special education children as individuals and labels are
perceived as a way to separate and categorize a child,
to understand the child's needs.

not

A categorical label was

not seen as helpful in teaching a special education child.
Only eleven percent of teachers,
teachers,

all regular education

felt that categorical labels were helpful in

teaching special education students.

If a special educator said to me this particular child
has been label as such and such it would probably save
me time because ... if they are considered retarded
this is probably what the limitations are.
(Subject #6)
I think it helps to know what your dealing with, I
don't like labels, but at least you know what your
looking for and to see where they come from.
(Subject #9)
The vast majority,

eighty-nine percent of both regular

and special educators felt that labels were not helpful in
developing strategies to work with special education
students:
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Table 4
Categorical Labels
Percentage of teachers perceiving that categorical labels
are helpful in instructing special education students.

All Teachers
Y

N

100

DK

Special
Education Teachers
Y

N

DK

Regular
Education
Y

100%
89%

75

50

25
16%
11%

N

DK
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I don't know as I really look at labels at all
don't think I do.
(Subject # 11)

...

I

No, I don't think a label itself is particularly
helpful.
(Subject #13)
Not to me.
In fact, in some cases I think it's a
disservice. ... I get my children, I work with my
children, I make my own decisions and move on.
(Subject #15)
Most teachers,

eight-three percent,

special education testing was helpful.

did feel that

The testing was seen

as going beyond a label and providing information that would
support instruction.

Many expressed frustration,

however,

with the time it takes the special educator to complete an
evaluation and that evaluation decreases the time available
for direct instruction.

Several also commented on the

frustration of having to categorize a child just to get
specialized help.
It's a fact of life and there's so much government
regulations and fact and figures and statistics that
have to support what you are doing in order to get
funding. ... I object to, when you have a child who's
having very apparent learning problems, that he has to
fit a testing criteria ... to get help. Testing is
done and it is just a fact of life.
As a teacher, you
just grow to accept it, I guess.
(Subject #15)
I try to designate a certain time of the week that is
for testing. . . . Actually what I think it takes more
away from is my planning time. ... I try not to have
it take away from direct instruction but more from time
that I would be collaborating or planning with
teachers.
(Subject #7)
[Name of teacher] does try her best to not hit the same
teacher? [in order to test a student] if you miss
social studies, next time you miss English or
math. . . .
(Subject #4)
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One regular educator summed up the feeling about
testing this way:
I do think it does take a tremendous amount of time
away and think that somebody else can do it.
I just
feel like, they don't need to do the testing, they just
need the results of the testing so they can work with
the child. I just think it takes so much time and
energy and it also really, exhausts them, and testing
is a hard job. When your spending all of your time, so
much of your time doing that, their exhausted to work
with kids, and that's what I see . . . and they are
frustrated because they want to teach, they want to
work with them.
(Subject ,#2)

Section IV:

Research Question #4

Do the teachers schedule time to meet and communicate
effectively for the benefit of the special education
student?
Time is by far the greatest challenge faced by both the
regular and special education teacher as they try to work
together.

Half of the teachers,

fifty percent,

time to collaborate around a child's program

scheduled a

(see Table 5).

Fifty-six felt that scheduling was a problem and sixty-one
percent said that they found time only on the run:
hallway,

before school,

in the teachers room,

in the

or the phone

at night.
Its very difficult to do . . . we just do it during
school, during specials, like gym, music or whatever,
we do it first thing in the morning before students get
here. ... We catch what ever time we can.
(Subject #9)
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Table 5
Collaborative Time
Percentage of teachers perceiving that they have been able
to schedule times to meet and collaborate concerning special
education students.

All Teachers

Y

N

DK

Special
Education Teachers

Y

N

DK

Regular
Education

Y

N

100
83%
75
67%

50

50%

50%
33%

25
17%

0

DK
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We set a certain time and I think that [name of special
educator] takes that initiative. ... I know some
teacher decided that it would be better to get a little
release time and I choose my art period which was an
hour long once a week . . . that was easier for me
instead of after school.
(Subject #8)
Pretty much what I did was let them [regular educator]
choose, if they wanted to do it [meet] during their
lunch then we did it then. . . . Its kind a catch as
catch can right now and that's the way it has been in
the past.
(Subject #1)
There is absolutely no time, before school or after,
but its really difficult.
(Subject #2)
Lunch time—lunch time, recess time, after school,
occasionally we will get together on weekends.
(Subject #11)

and

We don't have enough time, we do it on the run.
Its
effective probably because of our personalities and our
years in teaching. ... So right now were drawing on
the years and some of our collaboration happens on the
spot.
(Subject #4)

Section V:

Research Question #5

What are the perceived needs of special education
students who can have their entire special educational
program in the regular class?
Thirty-nine percent of the teachers felt that some
special education students could have their entire program
in the regular classroom

(see Table 6).

Well, I think those kids who are not severely deficit
that only need some assistance in their learning that
can be provided by the teacher and the special
educator, those kids can continue progress with just
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Table 6
Special Education Students
Teachers perceiving that special education students can
receive their specialized program in the regular classroom.

All Teachers

Y

N

DK

Special
Education Teachers

Y

N

DK

Regular
Education

Y

N

100

75
67%
61%
58%
50
42%
39%
33%
25

0

DK
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that kind of assistance. I don't see any reason why
they can't be in the class 100%.
In the sixth grade
however, if you're reading in the second or third grade
level, you're going to have quite a hard time just
understanding the vocabulary that's being used . . .
and those children really need to go . . . there is no
way they can function in the classroom and then they
feel left out, their self-esteem is lower and it
doesn't work for them.
(Subject #17)
It is interesting to note that more regular education
teacher than special education teachers,
of the regular class teachers,
special educators,

forty-two percent

and thirty-three percent of

felt that some special education students

could have their special education program in the regular
class.
Sixty-one percent of all teachers felt that children
with behavior problems would probably need to be out of the
regular class for some part of their school day.

Sixty-seven

percent of the special educators felt this way and fiftynine percent of the regular class teachers indicated the
same.

The severity of the behavior problem and its impact on

the education of the other children was primary in teacher's
thinking.
I think it should be the students.
I think that you've
got to look at the behaviors.
That a huge big part of
it.
You have to look at it, how the student perceives
himself .... I think that what you are teaching can
be taught anywhere.
I think you run into kids that
just can't handle themselves in a regular room and when
they can't and it's effecting everyone in the room you
have to take that into consideration too. The rest of
the class is just as important as that one child.
(Subject #1)

74
I think that the student that I am always thinking of
as 1%, maybe less than, but he has such extreme
emotional need and he requires so much class attention,
that I would say that most of the day the majority of
the teacher time and energy is taken up with that one
child, and I think if there is a balance,sometimes yes,
one child is going to need more attention, but then the
next day, or the next hour it balances out...when you
get a child that does not understand that a classroom
has other students . . . that's when it impacts . . .
(Subject #8)
One special education teachers speaks to the concern of
least restrictive environment,
about learning impaired

curriculum and her worry

(mildly mentally handicapped)

students in the regular classroom.
Right now I have two learning impaired student that are
in a primary grade but I'm very concerned as they get
older, up to sixth grade.
How are they going to be
able to cope in that classroom, but also are we really
meeting their needs.
They have a lot of needs...and
what about behavioral skills, community skills...where
do you draw the line ... is it worth it for them to
be in social studies class, when they really are not
aware of a lot of things going on.
I think teachers
have made a good effort to adapt, modify and include
the students as much as possible . . . I'm concerned.
Think of the primary grades, its pretty well selfcontained, but next year or the year after ....
(Subject #7)

Section VI:

Research Question #6

Have teachers received formal educational training to
help then teach

special education students in a

collaborative environment?
Seventy-two percent of the teachers felt that they had
not received training as part of their undergraduate or
graduate work to effectively participate in a collaborative
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model

(see Table 7).

However,

fifty-six percent of the

teachers felt that the Understanding Teaching course offered
in the Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union had been very
helpful:
Well, I took the Understanding Teaching course and
[special education teacher] did also .... It was an
excellent course across the board.
We touched on
cooperative learning, and a little bit of team
teaching, a little bit of everything.
Taking the
course with [teacher], we really got to work together
and know each other .... (Subject #16)
. . . took the Understanding Teaching course together
and I think that it helped us especially to look at
behaviors in the classroom and why certain things are
happening and how our instruction, the way we come
across can impact upon how a child acts in the
classroom .... We had the chance to do peer
observations together which were so beneficial.
(Subject #11)
The best course that I have ever had in my life,
Understanding Teaching, is right up there ... it has
polished me.
It has given me labels for what I did
well and labels what I didn't do well.
It has given me
a commonality that I can talk to some teachers about.
(Subject #4)
Ninety-four percent of all teachers felt that a
collaborative model is helpful in meeting the needs of
special education students.

Several teachers responded

definitively:
Well, you have two brains working on one kid.
simple as that.
(Subject #10)

It's as

I think that it could only do well for everyone,
think it takes a major effort. (Subject #3)
It's the key to our success.
I think definitely!

(Subject #4)

(Subject #8)

but I
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Table 7
Education
Percentage of teachers indicating that their graduate or
undergraduate training helped them with a collaborative
teaching model.

All Teachers

Y

N

DK

Special
Education Teachers

Y

N

DK

Regular
Education

Y

N

100
83%
75
72%

50%

50

50%

28%
25
17%

DK
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Teachers in this study received their graduate and
undergraduate training approximately sixteen years ago.
this time,
education.

At

teachers were taught a pull-out model of special
As the paradigm shifts away from a pull-model to

a more collaborative one,

the tensions between the regular

classroom teachers and special educators are exacerbated.
They are experimenting with different models of service
delivery, moving from pull-out to pull-over.

The pull-over

model allows the special education teacher to teach an
individual or small group of special education students in
the regular class,

but pulled-over to one side of the room.

This differs from the traditional pull-out model only in the
setting.

The instruction is typically curriculum material

unrelated to the presentation in the regular classrooms.
Teachers commented on the evolution of collaboration and
integration of students and how their thinking has changed
over the years:
When I went to college it was almost all pullout. You
didn't ever go into the classroom. . . . Those kids may
never get out once they get into that system (special
education), that's all they learn, they learn all those
skills that they didn't have, that are not appropriate,
so I came back here. We are going to the other end of
the extreme where they never get pulled out and I'm not
sure that's right either. I think for some kids it is,
but we've got to get somewhere in the middle ... each
kid is an individual. ... I think we've got to look
at them all that way and that's what I really try to
do.
(Subject #1)
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I think after seeing students in self-contained, back
when they had self-contained classrooms, separate
schools and watching, I still remember when they talked
about closing the school that I was teaching in and all
those kids would have to go into the regular schools.
Then panic came over all the parents and families and
even over some of us. We couldn't imagine these kids
making it.
Everyone got through that phase, and you
know, I look back and think, gosh, I can't believe that
I actually once taught a student, students so separated
and so isolated.
It has helped me to understand the
importance of integration and that's what keeps me
going, being able to site the examples and some
extremes to people and how students don't fall apart,
not only don't they not fall apart, but look at the
gains that they made by this type of experience.
(Subject #5)

One teacher spoke about collaboration and the need to
integrate a collaborative mode into all our supervisory
union work,

especially curriculum development work:

I'd like to see more of the collaboration course.
I'd
like to see more of what we're doing with curriculum
development. I'd like to see something that brings the
special educator and the regular educators in,
modifying the curriculum somehow.
We have these great
things in front of us but I'd like to see components in
there that talk about modifying. That's the big thing,
that's the big thing for me because we are winging it.
We sit down and say, well we think this is the route to
go.
I'd like to have something more hands on that was
developed with the regular class teachers and the
special education staff.
(Subject #11)

Section VII:

Research Question #7

What differences do teachers perceive that Act 230 and
the Regular Education Initiative have made in their school?
Seventy-two percent of all teachers felt that Act 230 has
not made a difference for children in their school.
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I don't
because
230 is,
at this
what it

think its making much difference right now,
I don't think that people understand what Act
so I don't think its making alot of difference
point, and I think we need more education on
is.
(Subject #13)

I think that the concept is wonderful but without
the proper training and collaboration, it's dead.
doesn't work.
(Subject #3)

It

Many were embarrassed to say that they didn't know what
Act 230 was,

but all were cognizant of it after an

explanation.
Act 230?
Give me .
it?
(Subject #3)

.

. what is Act 230?

Which one is

Twenty-eight percent of all teachers felt it had made a
difference for children.
It's requiring regular education teachers to deal with
the special education kids.
It's forcing the issue.
It's also, at least here, forcing more collaboration
and more teaming and the learning specialists being in
the classrooms more. The disadvantages to me is that,
some kids are getting lost again, because they really
need to be pulled, and that's discouraging.
(Subject
#d

Forty-four percent of all teachers indicated that they
felt their school focused on the essence of Act 230, before
the legislature mandated it.
I don't know, in this building we always worked
together ... we talk things out.
You know, talk with
teachers and we've always talked but I suppose it helps
to get teachers together.
There is so much to know
about these students.
(Subject #9)
Although,

all teachers spoke about the concerns of

regular and special education,

the specific words.

Education Initiative, meant nothing to them.

Regular

The issues and
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concerns that are imbedded in the thinking of REI are of
great concern to all the teachers.

They are living daily

with the creative tension that this paradigm shift has
caused.

They want to be able to work with all children in

the regular class effectively,
collaborate.

they want time to be able to

It is not just the special educators seeking

answers to the Regular Education Initiative,
classroom teachers want answers as well.

regular

The words Regular

Education Initiative were not a topic of conversation in any
of the six schools within the supervisory union,
heart of REI issues are discussed daily.

but the

CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY,

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary

Roles and Responsibilities

Participants in this study reported that regular
classroom teachers should have primary responsibility for
teaching special education students.

Although the vast

majority of teachers felt that this was a regular classroom
teacher's responsibility,

all teachers reported that the

roles and responsibilities for teachers in the BenningtonRutland Supervisory Union were not clear.

More regular

classroom teachers than special education teachers felt that
some children could have their individualized program
provided entirely in the regular classroom.

It may be the

handicap specific training that all special educators
encountered during their professional training that will not
allow them to move as easily with an integrated model.
a few teachers,
child's

For

the intensity of the special education

individual needs was a determining factor in who

should have primary responsibility for that child.
Teachers spoke about roles and responsibilities not
being well defined and indicated that the roles were,
time,

far more definitive than they were now.

at one

Special

educators take on the characteristics of chameleons,
assuming different roles and responsibilities based on the
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perceived needs of the regular classroom teacher.

Teachers

indicated that when they began their teaching career,
roles were well defined.

Currently,

their

their roles are not

succinctly defined and this has generated a creative tension
between regular and special educators. Teachers perceive
that they were never trained nor provided clear guidelines,
to deal with the changing special education responsibilities
which they face today.
For some teachers the complexities of their jobs are
simplified by their own personal commitment and philosophy.
One regular classroom teacher was very comfortable in
stating that she was first and foremost responsible for all
the children in her class and that the special education
teacher was a consultant to help with any problems that she
could not solve.

The special education child was hers,

and

as long as she had the resources of the special education
teachers available,

she was comfortable.

Other teachers

were not as comfortable with the new diversity of our
heterogenous classes today.
Teachers felt that although the roles were not well
defined,

they were evolving and were starting to be defined

on an individual basis in each school.

Teachers were

cautious about proceeding to define roles and
responsibilities fearing that the time constraints of
collaborative committee work would put additional stresses
on the them.

Almost all felt it was important to define
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these roles beyond just the relationship that exist between
an individual teacher and the learning specialist assigned
to that school.
Teachers were concerned about responsibility for
modifying curriculum for special education students.

They

indicated that this was a very critical component of a
school program and that regular and special education
teachers differed in their thinking about curriculum
responsibility.

The majority of both special educators and

regular classroom teachers felt that it was a shared
responsibility.

Many commented on the enormity of the task

and the need for more than one person to be responsible.
One participant indicated that it would be very important
for regular and special educators to work on curriculum
committees together.

Suggestions for curriculum

modification should be part of formal curriculum development
in the Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union.
Time is always one of the biggest obstacles and the
perception of who has time,
work through.

is one that will be difficult to

One regular educator said, very clearly,

that

curriculum modification belonged to the special education
department because the special educator "has the time to
provide the program for one child and is not worried about
seventeen others."

A special educator said,

"I think,

due

to the fact that the special education teacher is needed in
so many different rooms,

that just physically it is
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impossible to modify for every single child,

so logistically

the regular education teacher must have to for the most
part.”

Clearly,

the tug of war is ever present.

Morale

The morale of both special and regular education
teachers is perceived as poor.

Teachers indicated that the

morale of special education teachers has improved over the
last two years,

although many commented concerning the

immense amount of work that special educators are legally
required to do and how overwhelmed with these tasks they
appeared.

Several commented positively about the changes

they had personally seen in the special education staff over
the last year or two.

The vast majority of special

educators perceived their morale as good.
More than half of the teachers who participated in this
study perceived the morale of the regular education staff as
poor.

Three-quarters of the regular class teachers felt

their morale as poor.

Even teachers who initially responded

positively to the question about teacher morale changed
their opinion as they continued to answer and think more
about the complexities of what they were discussing.

Many

commented on the changing roles and the demand that this
places on the teachers.

For many teachers the lack of

support from the community makes what is a very difficult
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job even harder.

Many commented about the sense of

dissatisfaction and frustration that they feel in dealing
with discipline problems and trying to obtain support from
the parents.

Several spoke about the frustration of

isolation in our rural districts and the need to be able to
communicate with other teachers who are dealing with
students in the same age and grade levels.

Again,

time was

an essential factor in looking at morale in the BenningtonRutland Supervisory Union.

Many teachers felt strongly that

the professional expectations were high and that their
commitment to committee work,
curriculum,

professional development,

special education,

etc., was enormous.

They

indicated that it is very difficult to balance the needs of
a class,

needs of the district,

needs of a supervisory union

and the needs of a teacher's family.

Evaluation

Interestingly,

most of the teachers felt that the

categorical labels for special education children provided
very limited information.

Most felt that it was not helpful

in developing strategies to work with special education
students.

Some indicated that a label hindered their

ability to work with children and in some cases felt that it
would be a limiting factor for the child.

Most teachers

felt that the required special education testing was helpful
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and provided important information but all expressed
frustration at the time it takes from direct instruction.
Many spoke about their personal frustration with the need to
categorize a child with a special education label in order
to provide that child with necessary specialized help.

Collaboration and Communication

Only half of the participants in this study had a
scheduled time to meet and collaborate concerning a special
education child's program.

Many felt that scheduling was a

very large problem and more than half indicated that they
found time to do this only on the run,
hallway,
school,

sometimes in a

catching each other possibly before or after
lunch time and even sometimes on the phone at night.

Time is the most precious ingredient in a teacher's
perception of their school life.
Many indicated how difficult it is to find time to
collaborate.

Many special educators found it particularly

difficult in trying to respond to the needs of so many
regular classroom teachers.

Many regular classroom teachers

indicated that collaboration was something that they wanted
to do but indicated that they needed administrative support
in being able to find that time in their school day.

Others

indicated that they were able to collaborate around a
child's needs during their specials,

such as gym, music or
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art.

Many spoke teachers about the extraordinary lengths

that they go to make sure that these times are available to
them,

two indicating that they meet on weekends to be sure

that this collaboration occurred.

There is no question that

the teachers felt that this time was important for the
students.

Instruction

Less than half of all teachers felt that some special
education students could have their entire individualized
program in the regular classroom.

Of those teachers, most

indicated that the more needy the child was,

the more

difficult it would be to provide that entire program in the
regular classroom.

Both regular and special education

teachers spoke about an integrated environment being much
easier in the primary grades and indicated concern for
children as they moved up into intermediate levels.

Several

teachers indicated that they had worries about a child being
able to function in an intermediate grade classroom if their
reading and language understanding was at a second or third
grade level.

They indicated that their concern was not only

about the academic areas but for the self esteem of the
child as well.
It is interesting that more regular education teachers
than special education teachers felt that some students
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could have their entire individualized program in the
regular class.

The reason given most frequently for the

need of a pull-out program was a child's behavior.

More

than half of the teachers felt that problem children would
need to be out of the regular classroom for some part of
their school day.

The perceptions of these teachers focused

not only on the needs of the child,

but equally to the needs

of the other children in the classroom.

Teacher Preparation

Almost three-quarters of all teachers

indicated that

they had not received formal graduate or undergraduate
training that would help them effectively participate in a
collaborative educational model.
the teachers

more than half of

felt that the Bennington-Rutland Supervisory

Union sponsored course.
Dr.

However,

Margaret McNeill,

Understanding Teaching,

taught by

Research for Better Teaching,

had been exceptionally helpful

in providing them with a

framework for teaching and a common vocabulary,
could work together effectively.

so they

Almost everyone of the

teachers felt that a collaborative model was helpful
meeting the needs of the special education students.
spoke definitively,

Inc.,

in
Many

indicating quite simply that two people

working together on one problem was better than one.

Most

indicated that it is the key to their success and that where
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it is working well,
child.

Several

they see an enormous difference for the

indicated that this collaborative model took

a major effort on the part of all teachers and was
exceedingly time consuming.
Many teachers commented on the changing role of the
special and regular classroom teachers

indicating that when

they were in college and training to be teachers there was a
very structured,

clearly defined pull-out model

education students.

for special

Special education teachers did not

routinely go into classrooms.

Special education children

came out of classrooms either for a small part of the day to
join resource rooms or for a major portion of their day to
substantially separate classes.
Several teachers spoke poignantly about these
experiences and the changes that they have personally
experienced.

One teacher spoke about the tremendous anxiety

and worry that she,

students and parents had as they watched

the closing of state sponsored schools
York and watched as

in Vermont and New

"homecoming" placed hundreds of special

education back into regular education classrooms.

Those

teachers spoke to the positive experiences that they have
seen and look back now in disbelief concerning their fears
and worries for the special education students.

One teacher

indicated that moving through this phase has helped her very
much in being able to share and explain to teachers and to
parents how beneficial a mainstreamed environment is

for
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disabled children,

and that she can speak personally of the

gains that she has seen in her students.
All the teachers who took the Collaboration course
taught by Dr.

Tom Platt,

Johnson State College,

Associate Professor of Education,

in the summer of 1991,

spoke very

highly of the skills and training that they received.

This

collaboration course emphasized the development of
communication and problem solving skills.

It applied those

skills to team building and decision making for four
participating elementary schools.
A major goal of the course was to provide participants
with specific skills to collectively set goals and work
together to achieve them.

An emphasis was placed on

developing these skills within a supportive and enjoyable
environment.

It was a positive experience for those

participants who had the training.

All of the collaboration

course participants spoke about needing to share the
training with other members of their school and that it
should be expanded so all schools

in the Supervisory Union

would have an opportunity to experience and learn as they
had.
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Act 230
Most teachers participating in this study did not feel
that Act 230 had made a significant difference for children
in their school.

Many of them did not know Act 230 by its

name but after the Act was explained,

acknowledged hearing

about it in their school. Many bypassed it,
this was not new,
years.

by saying that

they had done this in their school for

One wondered what all the fuss was about. Many

teachers felt that they needed more training in Act 230 and
that without the training and time for collaboration, Act
230 was not going to make any difference in their school.

Conclusion

Regular and special education teachers in the
Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union indicate that they are
working to understand the ambiguities and complexities of
their roles and responsibilities as they teach special
education students.

The Regular Education Initiative,

as

described in the current special education literature,
parallel the concerns of the teachers in the BenningtonRutland Supervisory Union.

They do not use the words,

"Regular Education Initiative," but they know the issues and
are struggling with the complexities of the problems
inherent in the Regular Education Initiative.
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The results of this study begin to distinguish the
differences and agreement in the perception of regular class
teachers and special education teachers concerning the
Regular Education Initiative.

The data indicates that the

differences between the regular class teacher and the
special education teacher are for the most part not
substantive,

but perceptual. There is more agreement

concerning the issues central to the Regular Education
Initiative than there is disagreement between the two
teacher groups.
The data from this study indicates that the role of the
regular and special educator must be more clearly defined
using a collaborative model.

The greatest deterrent to

effective collaboration is failure to make adequate
provision of time for such activity.

The teachers report

that the role of the special educator in the regular
classroom setting remains undefined and a strong collegial
relationship between the regular class teacher and the
special educator has not occurred.

Goal achievement for the

REI is dependent on more than simply resolving the
differences between the regular and special education
teachers,
parents,

policy must be developed.

The administration,

and teachers must give school boards input

concerning policy for the Regular Education Initiative.

The

boards must set policy that will give guidance to the
teachers as they strive to effectively educate all students.
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The findings of this study demonstrate that teachers
want training that will provide an understanding of the
complexities of classroom teaching, behavior management and
collaboration so that they can meet the needs of all
children within the regular classrooms.
Teacher are looking to provide appropriate programs for
all children and would prefer not to differentiate between
those who are special education and those who are regular
education students.

Teachers will need to follow an

articulated philosophy if they are to collaborate and
provide appropriate,

effective programs for all children in

the regular education environment.

Recommendations

The Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union needs to
facilitate the clarification of roles and responsibilities
with the regular and special educators.

Teachers need to be

able to participate in a collaborative model to examine and
develop guidelines for sharing responsibilities for all
children in their school.
The Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union will need to
establish these guidelines so that there is a core set of
beliefs for the entire supervisory union.

It would be

appropriate to use the Mission Statement for the B-RSU as
the basis to establish these guidelines.

The guidelines

94

must provide flexibility so that individual schools can be
assured that they will be able to fine tune the roles and
responsibilities to meet their individual needs.

These must

be developed with regular education faculty as well as
special education faculty.
The morale of the regular education staff is perceived
as poor by all teachers and attention will need to be given
to this broad issue.
boards,

parents,

Thoughts must be shared with school

teachers and administrators concerning the

issue of time for collaboration and planning.

One model to

look at would be to extend the school day for teachers so
that they would have time to plan and collaborate as they
develop material and lessons for their entire class.

This

model exists in many school in Asia as indicated by Stigler
and Stevenson

(1991).

elementary schools,
work together,

They reported that in Japanese

teachers have time to plan lessons and

as they are working directly with a class of

children for only sixty percent of their school day. The
remainder of their work day is organized around planning and
collaborating.

If this model were available in the B-RSU,

it would facilitate time for teachers to collaborate.
The morale of the special education staff is perceived
as improving in the last few years,

although less than half

of all teachers perceive special education morale as good.
Clearer definition of roles and responsibilities will answer
many of these concerns.

Thought needs to be given to the
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evaluation procedures for the identification of special
education students.

It is suggested that the administration

and school boards consider developing a centralized team to
complete formal evaluations for students.
Training is important,
remains.

but the critical question

What training is needed for teachers to be able to

collaboratively educate all the students in a typical
classroom?

Teachers indicated that the better the

relationship was between the regular class teacher and the
special educator,
child.

the better the education was for the

While this may seem simplistic on the surface,

providing opportunities for teachers that will allow them to
know one another better and develop friendships may be
appropriate.

Training in collaboration is essential.

Training which provides teachers with a common
vocabulary and comprehensive understanding of the
complexities of teaching is critical.

It is this intricate

look at excellent teaching that will make the difference for
all learners,
Students."

not a course in,

"Teaching Special Education

Teachers need, want and deserve excellent

training in the art of teaching.
course,

The Understanding Teaching

taught by Dr. McNeill is perceived by all the

teachers who have taken the course as excellent and a model
that the B-RSU should continue.
The Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union must develop a
passion for educating all children in the regular classroom
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if Act 230 is to work in our schools.
has a Mission Statement;
develop a REI policy;

The Supervisory Union

it needs to be used.

it must be talked about,

and practiced every minute of every day.
superintendent,

boards,

principals,

It must
thought about

The

teachers and parents

must believe in the Regular Education Initiative and
everyone they come in contact with must come away feeling
that belief.
plans,

Decisions about budgets,

field trips,

curriculum,

lesson

training...must be made, with the REI

and Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union Mission Statement
at the very heart of the decisions.
We believe that all students are capable of
learning, applying, and generalizing knowledge and
mastering necessary skills.
We understand and respect
differences in the way students learn and strive to
match our teaching to enhance self-worth, ensure that
students move beyond factual knowledge, come to value
diversity, and understand their contributions to the
broader community.
We believe that excellence in teaching and
learning requires development of collegial
relationships among teachers and cooperation among
teachers, parents, and community members.
Excellence
in teaching also requires that we use educational
practices and principles supported by a consensus of
current research.
As an educational community, we are committed to
knowing and communicating what, why, and how we teach
and are evaluating on an on-going basis, the
effectiveness of instruction.

Tenacity and commitment will allow all children to be
educated effectively in the Bennington-Rutland Supervisory
Union Schools.

APPENDIX A
COMPARISON OF DUAL AND UNIFIED SYSTEMS
Concern
1.Student
characteristics

Dual System

Unified System

Dichotomies
student into
special and
regular

Recognizes
continuum among
all students of
intellectual,
physical, and
psychological
characteristics

Stresses
individualization
for students
labeled special

Stresses
individualization
for all students

3.Instructional
strategies

Seeks to use
special strategies
for special
students

Selects from range
of available
strategies
according to each
student's learning
needs

4.Type of
educational
services

Eligibility
generally based on
category
affiliation

Eligibility based
on each student's
individual
learning needs

5.Diagnostics

Large expenditures
on identification
of categorical
affiliation

Emphasis on
identifying the
specific
instructional
needs of all
students

6.Professional

Establishes
artificial
barriers among
educators that
promote
competition and
alienation

Promotes
cooperation
through sharing
resources,
expertise, and
advocacy
responsibilities

7.Curriculum

Options available
to each student
are limited by
categorical
affiliation

All options
available to every
student as needed

Individualization
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8.Focus

Student must fit
regular education
program or be
referred to
special education

Regular education
program is
adjusted to meet
all student's
needs

♦Stainback and Stainback (1984). Exceptional Children. Vol.
50, No. 2, p 107. Reprinted with permission.

APPENDIX B
SUMMARY OF THE REI DEBATE

Following is a summary of the major positions and
assumptions of both proponents and opponents of the merger
of regular and special education.
Clearly these listings
are not intended to be all inclusive.
Rather they are
suggested as being representative of the major issues and
concerns which have highlighted the REI controversy.
Proponents of the REI have criticized the dual system
of regular and special education as being inefficient,
ineffective and unethical.
The following statements
represent a summary of their common criticisms:
1.

Decisions relative to student eligibility are based on
flawed logic.
There are not really two "types" of
students—handicapped and nonhandicapped.

2. The measures are used to determine eligibility are
inadequate and all too often discriminatory.
3. The labels for handicapping conditions, e.g., learning
disabled, are irrelevant to instructional techniques and
methods.
4. The categories for handicapping conditions are vaguely
defined.
5.

By categorizing students we almost automatically reduce
our expectations for them.

6.

Our present system, with its emphasis on assessment
rather than instructions, is excessively costly.

7.

Our present system leads to a decreased willingness to
relate to "special education" students on the part of
regular educators.

8. The pull-out models that we most commonly use to deliver
special education services leads to a fragmented
delivery of services.
9. The present system is de facto segregation of some
students.
It is, therefore, illegal (contrary to Brown
v. Board of Education. 1954) and unethical.
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10.

In order for the present system to be effective,building
level administrators (principals) must be given the
authority to effectively supervise special education
programs in their buildings.

Opponents of the REI, while often in general agreement with
many aspects of its overall goals, argue that there are many
obstacles to implementing the REI.
The following statements
represent a summary of these common concerns and criticisms:
1. There is a lack of a rigorous research base supporting
the REI.
2.

The present structure of schools is not presently
hospitable to the REI.

3.

The readiness and willingness of regular education
teachers is suspect in terms of implementing the REI.

4.

The present focus in regular education is toward
excellence—that is, academic performance and
achievement—rather than equity.

5.

There are quantitative and qualitative differences
between students.
Students are not being cheated by
being placed in separate settings.
In fact, some
students may require them.

6.

Due process rights will be almost impossible to preserve
if the REI becomes a reality.

7. Methods of accommodating special education students in
regular classrooms (e.g., the ALEM model) are being
suggested, but these have not been
thoroughly tested.
8.

The REI pertains to elementary level students only? the
problems of implementation at the secondary level make
it totally impractical for contemporary high schools.

9.

The REI is being too hastily and irresponsibly promoted
by REI advocated.

10. The REI has not involved—or even solicited a minimum
level of support from—regular educators.
Davis, E. W. (1988). New Perspectives on Education:
A
Review of the Issues & Implications of the Regular Education
Initiative.
College of Education, University of Maine.
Reprinted with permission.

APPENDIX C
A PARADIGM SHIFT
SCHOOL TURNED UPSIDE DOWN
Factor

Was/I8

Must Become

People

Need for control?
management vs.
labor? contract
bargaining
guarantees ?
specialization of
personnel leads to
separate programs?
posturing to
promote one's
position without
concern for what's
best for everyone

Peoples as prime
source of capital?
can never train
enough? learning
is life long? work
to raise the stake
of staff
involvement in the
total enterprise
and concern for
one another?
everyone is a
manager, staff set
standards and
monitor progress
and quality of
teaching and
learning.

Structure

Communication is
top-down,
hierarchical,
functionally
driven by state
and federal
compliance
mandates.

Flat, functional
barriers brokendown? principal as
developer of selfmanaged teams?
collegial
atmosphere and
governance? middle
management act as
facilitator rather
than turf
guardians, student
outcome driven,
flex-schedule time
determined by
"learning task".

Leadership

Top-down, distant,
unattached to
primary business
of instruction and
learning?
centralized
strategic
planning, if any
exists at all?
driven by multiple

to the building
level manager to
develop? stop gap,
crisis management
which discourages
risk¬
taking. Leaders as
lovers of change
and preachers of
vision and shared
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special interest
groups; develop
political
consensus and
leave a working
strategy consensus

values; principal
as promoter of a
"community of
learners"
fostering personal
growth of all;
develops from
bottom up; all
central office
staff support the
principal and self
managed teams;
school principals
next to the supt.
are the highest
paid managers in
the system.

Innovation

Externally driven
by state and
federal mandates
and reform
initiatives;
desperate projects
and programs with
short run cycles;
the bureaucracy
protects the line
budget from
intrusion and
long-term
commitments;
reactionary.

Nurturing risk
taking and small
starts; student
centered;
supporting the
right to fail;
it's everyone's
business to
experiment;
embrace errors in
pursuit of
learning how to
teach most
effectively;
driven by the need
to make a
difference in the
life of a student,
teacher/staff
recognition and
incentive program
based on team
cooperation;
networking of
innovation through
technology.

Organizing for
Instruction

Grade level
organization; age
boundness; a
teacher solely
responsible for
student progress,
teacher's plan

Organizational
units are
autonomous;
individual units
build
organizational
schemata;
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Technology

alone? reporting
is global; state
competency test
driven
instruction;
students failing
are referred to
Chapter 1 and
Special Education;
high student
dropout rate is
the problem? the
focus is on
teaching where
textbook driven,
routine and rote
learning is
inevitable.

curricular
offerings are
distinct by
building;
reporting student
progress
individually?
building units are
responsible for
all students?
generating
alternatives to
prevent student
failure is the
rule not the
exception? the
focus is on
learning.

Centralized, time
consuming frame
software
development and
few users;
security and
control primary
isolated use,
large group or lab
teaching to mean
of student group;
student use
driven? central
office information
processing for
state and federal
reporting grade
and assessment
reporting use;
long user life in
spite of rapidly
changing
improvements.

De-centralized,
inexpensive
software
deployment and
extensive users;
more
differentiation of
instruction within
and outside
school? networked
electronic work
stations support
continuous
individual student
progress and serve
as a self
development tool
for teachers;
networked work
stations insure
team communication
and sharing of
expertise focused
on student out¬
comes? immediate
interactive video
to outside
information
services; more
self paced
instructional
software to
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promote
individualized
education
programs; teacher
developed
software.
Financial/Manage¬
ment and control

Centralized,
budget maintenance
of status quo;
teacher contract
negotiations
control budget
process? pressure
to keep tax rate
down; information
not shared.

Money follows the
student, teachers
generate income ?
decentralized
spending to
building; build
budget from the
bottom up?
principal
responsible for
budget; develop
innovative budget
in addition to
maintenance with
joint
management/union
negotiating team,
team incentive
plans in addition
to a reward system
that recognizes
continuous
individual
improvement.

Marketing the
Schools

Mass training
model? four
program track;
1. College prep
2. Vocational
3. Special
education
4. General
education meeting
minimum
requirements.
A monopoly causing
high dropout
especially of
minorities and
disenfranchised
underachieving
students.

Supporting
student/parent
choice in
selection of
schools? create
distinct
curricular
offerings?
includes and
acknowledges
expectation of
caring, trying and
retrying, and
inclusiveness.
Parents committing
time to school and
its functional
programs ?
marketing to
consumer/student;
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symbolic and
cultural marketing
to customers of
education.
Standards

Graduation and
attendance rates;
SAT scores, and
the neighboring or
comparable school
district.

State competency
standardizes the
floor of student
achievement?
"track student
progress not
schools ?"
Teams set
achievement
standards.

Developed and adapted by Leonard C. Burrello, Professor and
Chair, School Administration, Indiana University from
excerpts taken from Tom Peters, "Thriving on Chaos" and
David Kearns and Dennis Doyle, "Winning the Brain Race."
Unpublished training document.
Reprinted with permission.

APPENDIX D
B-RSU TEACHER SURVEY

The results of this survey are presented by percentage.
N=78 for the classroom teachers and N=17 for the special
education teachers.
1989-1990

Responsibility

Regular Classroom Teachers_Special Education Teachers
No

1.

Yes

14

38

14

46

40

32

6

40

4

96

50

17

88

8

4

I feel it is special education teacher responsibility to
provide the classroom teacher with the majority of
programs and materials for special education students.
15

5.

Some

I feel that student's eligibility for special education
programs should be taught primarily by special education
teachers.
33

4.

No

I feel that it is the teacher's responsibility to change
his/her teaching approach and methods to meet the needs
of individual learners.
4

3.

Yes

I feel that students identified for special education
programs learn differently than "normal" learners.
13

2.

Some

37

48

38

46

16

I feel that the education of special education students
is a responsibility shared by classroom teachers and
special educators.
4

27

69

0

10

90
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Regular Classroom Teachers_Special Education Teachers
No

6.

8

24

68

7

3

8

26

66

21

21

95

5

0

33

19

60

35

5

38

48

4

46

50

18

8

49

35

16

I feel it is important for special educators to be
involved in selecting classroom teachers for special
education students.
36

52.

46

I feel that special education teachers should serve
primarily as consultants to classroom teachers instead
of providing direct services to special education
students.
74

51.

33

I feel that special education students should be taught
within the regular classroom setting.
14

48.

Yes

I feel that special educators' professional
responsibilities are well defined and understood by
classroom teachers.
48

47.

Some

I feel that special educators have fewer professional
responsibilities than classroom teachers.
58

31.

No

I feel that special educators have more professional
responsibilities than classroom teachers.
90

18.

Yes

I feel that special educators teach differently than
classroom teachers.
21

16.

Some

24

40

4

21

75

I feel that it is critical that all teachers understand
how to individualize instruction for students in their
classrooms.
0

16

84

0

0

100
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Morale and Administration Issues

Regular Classroom Teachers_Special Education Teachers
No

20.

37

33

50

44

6

40

57

6

57

37

29

70

25

21

54

53

23

0

72

28

I feel that the history of litigation within the B-RSU
has reduced morale among special educators.
3

36.

Yes

I feel that parents have confidence in our special
education programs.
24

33.

Some

I feel that special education programs are supported by
the building principal.
1

32.

No

I feel that our special education programs have a
productive and open relationship with the parents of
special education students.
3

28.

Yes

I feel that morale among the special education staff is
good.
30

27.

Some

50

47

0

14

86

I feel that our school community adequately supports
special education programs.
16

48

36

29

65

6

109

Assessment
Regular Classroom Teachers_Special Education Teachers
No

7.

56

6

27

67

25

49

54

31

15

24

40

50

17

33

55

34

8

54

38

20

74

0

8

92

I feel that categorical labels such as "LD, Learning
Impaired, Emotionally Disturbed, etc.", are helpful in
identifying instructional programs and strategies for
special education students.
35

50.

36

I feel that it would be beneficial if the professionals
who conduct diagnostic evaluations demonstrated/modeled
their recommendations in the classroom setting.
6

49.

Yes

I feel that the diagnostic assessments carried out with
special education students are helpful for teaching
purposes.
21

38.

Some

I feel that we have an effective building-based staffing
team that addresses the needs of individual students.
36

37.

No

I feel that we have an effective pre-referral system for
students who are having difficulties in the regular
classroom.
26

22.

Yes

I feel that special educators spend too much time
testing and not enough time teaching.
8

21.

Some

42

23

35

53

12

I feel that it is possible to identify a student's
"learning style".
1

40

59

4

32

64
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Regular Classroom Teachers_Special Education Teachers
Ho
54.

Yes

No

Some

Yes

I feel that the collection and interpretation of
diagnostic data for special education students is a
fragmented process.
7

55.

Some

39

54

8

28

64

I feel that current diagnostic procedures for special
education eligibility are well defined and consistent
across students.
33

46

21

42

47

11

communication and Collaboration
Regular Classroom Teachers_Special Education Teachers
No
8.

Yes

No

Some

Yes

I feel that special educators and classroom teachers
have a good understanding of one another's professional
responsibilities.
46

9.

Some

33

21

62

35

3

I feel that special educators and classroom teachers
meet on a consistent basis to discuss the needs of
students and to develop and plan instructional programs.
26

29

45

55

27

18

10. I feel that special educators and classroom teachers are
provided sufficient time to collaborate for
instructional planning purposes.
76

19.

8

88

6

6

I feel that classroom teachers and special educators
have developed positive working relationships with one
another.
14

24.

16

34

52

12

46

42

I feel that special educators and classroom teachers
have established productive professional relationships.
8

54

38

8

72

20

Ill

Regular Classroom Teachers_Special Education Teachers
No
30.

Some

Yes

No

Some

Yes

I feel that special educators and classroom teachers
communicate effectively with one another with respect to
students needs and programs.
23

42

35

12

63

25

Instruction

Regular Classroom Teachers_Special Education Teachers
No

11.

36

11

68

18

14

32

47

20

31

49

29

32

68

14

to

18

51

23

39

51

10

I feel that our current special education programs are
meeting the needs of students within the B-RSU.
32

23.

Yes

I feel that our school has adequate programs for special
education students.
26

17.

Some

I feel that I have an adequate teaching environment
(quiet conditions, adequate space, desks, equipment)
provide an appropriate education for students with
special education learning needs.
39

14.

No

I feel that I have too many students to adequately meet
the learning needs of individual special education
students.
21

13.

Yes

I feel that I have adequate instructional time to meet
the needs of special education students.
53

12.

Some

57

11

45

45

10

I feel that our students who are eligible for special
education programs benefit from the services available.
11

50

39

0

30

70

112

Regular Classroom Teachers_Special Education Teachers
No
25.

Yes

No

Some

Yes

I feel that special education programs are effective in
remediating the academic difficulties of special
education students.
16

26.

Some

61

23

0

54

46

I feel that special education programs are effective in
remediating the behavioral difficulties of students
identified for services.
45

34

21

36

33

31

Teacher Preparation
Regular Classroom Teachers_Special Education Teachers
No

Some

Yes

No

Some

Yes

39. My undergraduate training adequately prepared me to meet
the needs of special education students.
52

37

11

35

33

32

40. My graduate training adequately prepared me to meet the
needs of special education students.
22

33

45

0

35

65

41. My experiences as a teacher have provided me with the
skills to meet the needs of special education students.
13

42.

35

0

17

83

The inservice training provided in the district has
focused on realistically meeting the educational needs
of special education students.
40

43.

52

45

15

57

35

6

The expertise of teachers within the B-RSU has been used
effectively developing inservice programs relevant to
special education.
46

46

8

68

26

6
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Regular Classroom Teachers_Special Education Teachers
No

Some

Yes

No

Some

Yes

44. The inservice training I have received has adequately
prepared me to meet the needs of special education
students.
47

49

4

65

35

0

45. The inservice training I have received has adequately
helped me understand the roles and responsibilities of
my teaching colleagues in meeting the needs of special
education students.
49

39

12

71

29

0

46. My training (preservice and inservice) has provided me
with the skills to effectively collaborate and
communicate with my teaching colleagues in special
education and special education.
21

40

39

39

38

23

APPENDIX E
GUIDED INTERVIEW B-RSU
Purpose of the Interview
As you know from my letter and our telephone
conversation, this interview is being conducted as part my
doctoral program at the University of Massachusetts.
This
interview will help me gather information about the
attitudes and perceptions of teachers in the B-RSU
concerning special and regular education issues.

Ethics
With your permission, I would like to tape record this
interview to insure that I have an accurate account of our
conversation. This recording will be transcribed to help me
in analyzing the data.
Your confidentially will be assured
and your name will not appear in any written document or
shared with any person.
All analyzed data will be
generalized
to a school or the district and not to a
teacher.

Topics to be Covered
My initial questions will focus on the topics discussed
in Reid Lyon's Evaluation Report. They will include: (1)
issues concerning responsibility for special education
students? (2) teacher morale and administrative issues; (3)
assessment of special education students? (4) communication
and collaboration between the regular class teacher and the
special educator? (5) instruction of special education
students? and (6) teacher preparation for working with
special education students and teaming with other staff.
These areas coincide
with what is know as the Regular
Education Initiative, the interface of regular and special
education. The last part of this interview will focus on
your thoughts about changes to our present system and what
you would like to see.
Please feel
this topic.

free to bring up other issues that relate to

Background Information
1.

What is your educational background?
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2. What is your current position?

3. What experiences have you had working with special
education students? What experiences have you had
working with regular education students?

4. What experiences have you had teaming or collaborating
with another regular or special teacher to support a
student's school work?

Responsibility
5. How do you feel about the regular class teacher
having primary responsibility for teaching special
education students.
How do you feel?
Why?

6. If a student needs a teaching style that is different
than the classroom teachers', what responsibility does
the teacher have to change his/her style of teaching?
Why?
Do you feel most classroom teachers do this?
What
about special education teachers?

7. Who should have routine responsibility for modifying
the curriculum for special education students?
Why
should it be handled this way?

8. What responsibility does the classroom teacher have for
the education of a special needs student? What
responsibility does the special education teacher
have?
How do you see this working in your school?
What
else would you like to see?

9. How do special educators help regular class teachers
work with special needs students?
What else would you
like to see?
Why?
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10. How important is it for all regular teachers to
understand how to individualize instruction for all the
students in their classrooms.
What experiences have you
had that makes you feel this way?

11. How well defined are the professional responsibilities
for the special educator and the classroom teacher? What
makes you feel this way?
What should our next steps be
to define/redefine roles?
Will this impact on the
system?
How?

Morale and Administrative Issues
12. How would you rate the morale of the special education
staff?
The regular education staff?
What makes you
feel this way?
What would impact positively on the
morale of staff?
How should we go about this?

13. How does your building principal support the special
education programs.
How do you feel about this?

14. How does the community support our special education
programs?
How do you feel about this?
Why?

Assessment
15. How does the instructional support system help students
who are having trouble in school?
Who is on the team ?
What experiences have you had with this system?
Why?

16. Are the categorical labels such as Learning Disabled,
Learning Impaired, Seriously Emotionally Disturbed
helpful in identifying instructional programs and
strategies for teaching special education students.
How
do you view this?
Why?
If no, what indicator are
helpful in identifying instructional strategies?
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17. Special educators spend time testing students, does this
take a lot of time away from direct instruction? How do
you feel about this?
Why?
What steps should we take to
answer this question?

18. Would it be helpful if the special educator who has
completed an assessment of child would demonstrate/
model their recommendation in the regular class? How
would you feel about doing/having this done?
Why?

Communication and Collaboration
19. Do the regular classroom teachers and special educators
have a good understanding of one another's professional
responsibilities.
How do you feel about that?
Why?

20. How do you find time in a school week to effectively
collaborate concerning a student's program.
How do you
set this up? Does it happen?

21. How does the personal relationship between the regular
class teacher and the special educator that make a
difference for the special education student.
What
experience have you had that makes you feel this way?
about this?
Why?

Instruction
22. How much instructional time do you have to meet the
needs of special education students?
Is this adequate?

23. Should some special education students receive their
whole program in the regular class?
Tell me about the
needs of students who should and about those who should
not?
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24. How effective are the special education programs in the
B-RSU in remediating the academic difficulties of
special education students?
How do you feel about this?

25. Do special educators take time to modify the curriculum
or do they expect regular classroom teachers to do this?
What do you think?

Teacher Preparation
26. How can a collaboration model help teachers work
together to meet the needs of special education
students.
How do you feel about this?
Did your
undergraduate or graduate training prepare you for
teaming in this way?

27. What inservice training/course work have you had that
helps you with you work with special education students?
What other training would you like? What should the BRSU do to support this type of activity?

28. Has your own teaching experience helped you with
special education students?
Has this experience been
more or less helpful than your formal education
training? What makes you feel this way?

General
29. What difference is Act 230 making in your school? How
do you feel about this?
Are we able to educate all
students in the regular education environment your
school?
What should are next steps be?

.

30

Did the collaboration course given last summer make a
difference in you school?
Did it make a difference in
the relationships between regular and special educators?
How has information about the course been shared in your
school?
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31. What are the next steps that you think we need to take
to effectively educate all students in our schools?
How should we go about this?

32. The Regular Education Initiative is an important topic
in education today, is it one that is talked about in
you school? What are you thoughts about REI?

33. If the B-RSU wants excellence in its special education
programs, what must it do?
How should it go about this?

34. What didn't I ask that would be helpful to understand
concerning this topic?

APPENDIX F
SAMPLE LETTER TO TEACHERS
October 1991
Dear Teachers,
As many of you know I am working toward my doctorate at
the University of Massachusetts in Amherst and am at the
dissertations stage.
Reid Lyon completed his evaluation of the Special
Education Programs in the B-RSU at the end of the 1989-1990
school year.
His report pointed out some great disparity in
the attitudes and perceptions of regular classroom teachers
and special educators.
I would like to explore those
feelings and understand what they mean and how you think we
might solve them. I plan to do this by interviewing a few
regular classroom teachers and special educators in each of
our schools.
The interview will take about an hour to an hour and a
half. I will schedule it at a mutually agreeably time and
place.
The interview will be tape recorded and subsequently
transcribed so that I will be able to analyze the concerns
teacher have about special education issues.
Once the
dissertation has been completed, all the information I have
gathered and analyzed will be shared personally with the
participants.
I've spoken with our Superintendent and he is supportive
of this study and interested in knowing what we come up
with. All personally identifiable information gathered in
this study will be considered confidential and will not be
disclosed in anyway.
I will draw names of teachers randomly
and will call you if your name is drawn and ask you for your
willingness to participate.
If you are willing to
participate in this study, I will honor the trust you will
have placed in me.
Please call me if you have any questions about this.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Gail Tanzman
CC Administrative Team B-RSU

APPENDIX 6
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Present Position_
(include role,grades and subjects your are responsible for)
Grades Previously Taught_
Subjects Previously Taught_

Educational Background
Degrees Held__
Maj ors_
Credit hours post Bachelor's level_
Post Masters_
Total Years Teaching_
Total Years in current position_
Teaching certifications/licensure_
Present Caseload/Class size_

REFERENCES
Act 230, Sec. 4, 16 V.S.A. Chapter 99.2901-2973
Vermont State Legislature.

(1990).

Algozzine, G., & Yesseldyke, J.E. (1981).
Special education
services for normal students:
Better safe than sorry?
Exceptional Children. 48. 238-243.
Allington, R.L. (1983). The reading instruction provided
readers of differing abilities.
Elementary School
Journal, 83., 548-559.
Allington, R.L. (1989). Integrating Instruction.
In D.K.
Lipsky and A. Gartner (Eds.), Beyond special education
for all.
Baltimore, M.D.:
Paul H. Brooks Publishing
Co.
Allington, R.L. & Johnson, P. (1986).
The coordination
among regular classroom reading programs and targeted
support programs. In B.I. Williams, P.A. Richmond and
B.J. Mason (Eds), Designs for compensatory education:
conference preceding and papers.
Washington, DC:
Research and Evaluation Association.
Babbie,
CA:

E.R. (1973). Survey of research methods.
Wadsworth Publishing Co., Inc.

Belmont,

Bender, W. N., & Golden, L. B. (1989).
Prediction of
adaptive behavior of learning disabled students in selfcontained and resource classes.
Learning Disabilities
Research. 5(1), 45-50.
Bennet, A., (1932).
children in the
of Publications,

A comparative study of subnormal
elementary grades.
New York:
Bureau
Teachers College, Columbia University.

Biklen, D., Lehr, S., Searl, S.J., & Taylor (1984).
Purposeful integration...Inherently equal.
Boston:
Technical Assistance for Parent Programs.
Blacher-Dixon, J., Leonard, J., & Turnbull, A.P. (1981).
Mainstreaming at the early childhood level: Current and
future perspectives.
Mental Retardation. 19(5), 235241.
Bogdan, R., & Taylor, S. (1976).
The judged, not the
judges: An insider's view of mental retardation.
American
Psychologist. 31. 47-52.
Brown v.

Board of Education.

344,

US

1 73

S Ct

1,

97

LED3.

123
Burrello, L. C., & Gregory, T. B. (1988).
Principal
training simulator in special education.
Unpublished
manuscript, Indiana University, Bloomington.
Buttram, J. L., & Malloy, W. (1990).
Special ed myths.
American School Board Journal. 177(6), 25; 33.
Cartwright, G. P. Cartwright, C.
Education Special Learners.
Publishing Company.

A. & Ward, M. E. (1984)
Belmont, Calif: Wadsworth

Cassidy, J. W. (1990).
Managing the mainstreamed classroom.
Music Educators Journal. 76(8), 40-43.
Coates, R. D. (1989).
The Regular Education Initiative and
opinions of regular classroom teachers.
Journal of
Learning Disabilities. 22. 532-536.
Cook, L. (1991,
interaction
The players
districts.

Spring).
Collaboration is seen as
between equal partners to solve problems:
can be individuals or entire school
Counterpoint. p.19.

Darrow, A. A. (1990).
Beyond mainstreaming: Dealing with
diversity.
Music Educators Journal, 76(8), 40-43.
Davis, W. E. (1989).
The regular education initiative
debate:
Its promises and problems.
Exceptional
Children. 55, 440-446.
Gardner, W. (1977).
Learning and behavior characteristics
of exceptional children and youth.
Boston: Allyn &
Bacon.
Gartner A., &
Lipsky, D.K. (1984).
Beyond special
education:
Toward a quality system for all students.
Harvard Educational Review, 57(4), 367-395.
Gearheart, B. R.
(1973). Learning disabilities:
Educational strategies. St. Louis:
Mosby.
Gerber, M.M. (1988). Tolerance and technology of
instruction: Implications for special educational
reform.
Exceptional. Children. 54., 309-314.
Guba, E.G. (1978).
Toward a methodology of naturalistic
inquiry in educational evaluation.
CSE Monograph Series
in Evaluation No. 8. Los Angeles:
Center for the Study
of Evaluation, University of California, Los Angeles.

124
Hallahan, D. P., Keller, C. E., McKinney, J. D., Lloyd,
J.W., & Bryant, T. (1988). Examining the research basis
of the regular education initiative.
Journal of
Learning Disabilities. 2J,(1) , 6-11.
Idol, L., & West, J. F. (1987).
Consultation in special
education (Part II):
Training and practice.
Journal of
Learning Disabilities. 20(8), 474-497.
Jenkins, J.R., Pious, C., &
Peterson, D. (1987).
Exploring
the validity of a unified learning program for remedial
and handicapped student.
Unpublished manuscript.
Kauffman, M. J. (1989).
The regular education initiative as
Regan-Bush education policy:
A trickle-down theory of
education of the hard-to-teach.
Journal of Special
Education. 22.(3), 100-108.
Kauffman, M., Agard, J.A., and Simmel, M.I. (1985).
Mainstreaming:
Learners and their environments,
Cambridge, MA:
Brookline Books.
Kauffman, M. J., Gerber, M. M., & Semmel, M. I. (1988)
Arguable assumptions underlying the regular education
initiative.
Journal of Learning Disabilities. 21(1), 611

.

Kozol, C. E. (1978).
PL 94-142. the "Least Restrictive
Environment.” and you.
Waterford, Conn:
Croft-Nei
Publications.
L'Abate, L., & Curtis,
exceptional child.
Company.

L. T. (1975).
Philadelphia,

Teaching the
Penn.:
W. B. Saunders

Lieberman, L. M. (1988).
Special education and regular
education:
A merger made in heaven?
Exceptional
Children. 51, 513-516.
Lieberman, L. M. (1989).
Exceptional Children.

REI:
1990,

Revisited...Again.
56(6), 561-62.

Lortie, D., (1987).
Some reflections on renegotiation.
In
M. Reynolds (Ed.), Futures of education for exceptional
students.
Reston, Va.: The Council for Exceptional
Children, 50, pp. 235-244.
Lucas, D., & Thomas, G. (1990).
The "geography” of
classroom learning. British Journal of Special
Education. .17(1) / 31-34.

125
Lyon, R., (1990). Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union:
Evaluation of Special Education Program.
Unpublished
manuscript, Bennington-Rutland Supervisory Union,
Manchester, Vermont.
Martin, E. (1988).
Integration of the handicapped child
into regular schools.
In M. Reynolds (Ed.),
Mainstreaming: Origins and Implications.
Reston, Va.:
The Council for Exceptional Children, pp. 5-7.
Massachusetts Advocacy Center. (1987).
mainstream.
Boston, MA:
Author.

Out of the

McGill, F. A., & Allington, R. L. (1990).
Comprehension and
coherence: Neglected elements of literacy instruction in
remedial and resource room services.
Journal of
Reading. Writing, and Learning Disabilities
International; 6(2), 149-182.
Mesinger, J. F. (1985).
Commentary on "A rationale for the
merger of special and regular education" or, is it now
time for the lamb to lie down with the lion?
Exceptional Children. 51. 510-512.
Milbauer, B.
Teacher,

(1977, May/June).
pp. 44-46.

The mainstreaming puzzle.

National Advisory Committee on Handicapped Children. (1968).
Special education for handicapped children, first annual
report.
Washington, D.C.:
U. S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare.
Oklahoma State Department of Education.
(1980).
Policies
and procedures manual for special education in Oklahoma.
Oklahoma City:
Oklahoma State Department of Education,
Division of Special Education.
O'Sullivan, P. J. et al. (1990).
Mildly handicapped
elementary students: Opportunity to learn during reading
instruction in mainstream and special education
settings.
Reading Research Quarterly, 2j>(2) , 131-46.
Patton, M.Q., (1987).
Beverly Hills, CA.

Qualitative evaluation methods.

Pertsch, C. F. (1936).
A comparative study of the progress
of subnormal pupils in the grades and in special
classes.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Teachers
College, Columbia University.

126
Reid, E. R. (1986).
Practicing effective instruction:
exemplary center for reading instruction approach.
Exceptional Children. 52.(6), 510-519.

The

Reynolds, M. C. (1962).
A framework for considering some
issues in special education.
Exceptional Children. 28.
367-370.
Reynolds, M. C., & Wang, M. C. (1981).
Restructuring
special school programs:
A position paper.
Paper
presented at the National Invitational Conference on
Public Policy and the Special Education Tack of the
1980s, Racine, Wisconsin.
Reynolds, M. C., Wang, C., & Walberg, H. J. (1987).
necessary restructuring of special and regular
education.
Exceptional Children. 53, 391-398.

The

Rose, C., & O'Connor, A. (1989).
Mainstreaming:
Reality or
myth?
British Columbia Journal of Special Education,
13(3), 277-286.
Sapon-Shevin, M. (1987).
Merger:
What it is. what it would
be. why we don't agree, why maybe we better make it
work.
Paper presented to the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, Washington,
DC.
Schulz, J., & Turnbull, A. (1983).
Mainstreaming
handicapped students. Boston:
Allyn & Bacon.
Semmel, M. I., Abernathy, T.V., Butera, G., & Lesar, S.,
(1991). Teach perception of the regular education
initiative.
Exceptional Children, 58., 9-24.
Skrtic, T. M. (1987).
An organizational analysis of special
educational reform.
Counterpoint, 8(2), 15-19.
Skrtic, T.M., (1991). Special education parody:
Equity as
the wav to excellence.
Harvard Education and Review,
61(2), 148-206.
Stainback, S., & Stainback, W.
Educating children with,
severe maladaptive behaviors.
New York:
Grune &
Stratton, 1980.
Stainback, S., & Stainback, W. (1984).
A rationale for the
merger of special and regular education.
Exceptional
Children. 51, 102-111.

127
Stainbach, S., Stainback, W., & Forest, M. (Ed.) (1989).
Educating all students in the mainstream of regular
education.
Baltimore:
Paul H. Brooks Publishing Co.
Steinberg, Z., & Knitzer, J. (1990).
How to look and what
to ask: Improving the classroom life of children with
behavioral and emotional disorders.
Preventing School
Failures. 34(3), 4-10.
Stigler, J. & Stevenson, H. (1991, Spring).
How Asian
teachers polish each lesson to perfection.
American
Educator. 12-47.
Telford, C., & Sawyer, J. (1981).
individual.
Englewood Cliffs,

The exceptional
NJ:
Prentice-Hall.

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act. (1975).
Public Law No. 94-142, 20, U.S.C. 1400-1485, et seq.
U.S.

Department of Education. (1987).
Ninth Annual Report
to the Congress on the implementation of the Education
of the Handicapped Act.
Washington, DC:
U.S.
Department of Education, Table EA1.

U.S.

Department of Education. (1988) .
Tenth Annual Report
to the Congress on the Implementation of the Education
of the Handicapped.
Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of
Education.

U.S.

Department of Education. (1991).
Thirteenth Annual
Report to the Congress on the Implementation of the
Education of the Handicapped.
Washington, DC:
U.S.
Department of Education.

United States Office of Education. (1977).
Implementation
of Part B of Education of the Handicapped Act.
Federal
Register. 42. 42, 474-42, 518.
Weinberg, L. A., & Weinberg, C. (1990).
Seriously emotional
disturbed or socially maladjusted?
A critique of
interpretations.
Behavioral Disorders. .15(3), 149-158.
Will, M. C. (1986).
Educating children with learning
problems:
A shared responsibility.
Exceptional
Children. 52, 411-415.
Ysseldyke, J. E. et al. (1990).
Instructional arrangements:
Perceptions from general education.
Teaching
Exceptional Children. 22.(4), 4-8.
Yussen, S. R., & Santrock, J. W. (1978).
Dubuque, la.:
Wm C. Brown Company.

Child development.

